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TO MY MOTHER 



r 

I 



THB following studies on taxation were originally 
written several years ago to fulfil in part the 
re<}uiren)entB for the degree of doctor of philosophy at 
L Yale UniTersity. Since that time they have been 
I rewritten and material taken from manuscript sources 
IBas been added. My plan has been to give as complete 
account as possible of each tax levied during the 
L reigns of John and Henry III, presenting all the material 
in print and as much from the un printed rolls as could 
be gathered within a limited time. A more careful study 
of the unprintcd exchequer rolls will undoubtedly modify 
many of the statements made here, but until that study 
has been completed, or until the rolls have been printed 
and put into the hands of students of English history, 
this essay may be of service. 

In common with other students, I have enjoyed the 
privileges of the Public Record Office, meeting always 
with unfailing courtesy on the part of the officials who 
often aided mc in reading difficult passages in the manu- 
Bcript. To the officials of the Yale University Library 
also I am grateful for generous consideration in the use 
of books. For assistance in preparing the volume for 
the press, I am indebted to Professor Charles M, Andrews, 
who has read both the manuscript and the proof and 

I made suggestions and corrections from which I have 
profited much. Above all, I wish to acknowledge my 
obligation to Professor George Burton Adams, at whose 
■Uggestion these studies were undertaken. He has at all 
tunes placed freely at my disposal his wide and accurate 
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knowledge of the period, and at the cost of time taken 
from his own researches has read and criticised the work 
with unwearied care and kindness. Lastly, I record with 
gratitude the cooperation of my wife, whose constant aid 
in collecting the material and in preparing it for 
publication has been of the greatest service. 

S. K. M. 
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CHAPTER I 



Inthoduction 



THE king's revenue at the close of the twelfth century 
may be classed as madmma^-mmi'^xitmamiiKMyf 
. .revenue is meant that which came into 
jQuer every year through the ordinary adminis- 
t of the government. It was made up of several 
the chief of which were: the^emntty farm, a fee'd 
i by iW siieriff for the pzivilege of farming the 
r^enue of the royal demesne and the fines of the local 
courts; amercements imposed by the king's justices for 
violations of the law; the firma burgi, a lump sum paid 
by certain towns for the privilege of farming the town 
revenues; the income from the feudal incidents, reliefs, 
marriages, wardships, escheats, etc. ; fines or oblations, 
payments to the king for such privileges as the permis- 
sion to marry a certain person, the custody of the lands 
I of minors, the bringing of cases into the king's court. 
• the delaying or expediting a trial, and the grant and 
confirmation of charters.' With the income derived 
mainly from these sources, the king had to carry on his 
government in ordinary times. In a general way, he 
probably knew the amount. 

Besides the ordinary revenue, which did not always 
suffice for his needs, the king obtained in certain unusual 
cases an additional contribution, the extraordinary 
revenue. This revenue consisted of: 1, the three regular 
feudal aids ; 2, jgMtaBiwfc—Mlw—imary..toMnt» .Kbo 
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failed tg'-petform their service in the arniy in time of 
;''y*ir;'.3, an extra contribution called tallage, occasionally 

''levied on his demesne; i, sums called dona, or auxUia, 
taken less often from Jews, moncyers, prelates, and reli- 
gious houses.' None of these contributions would be 
taken to raise money for the ordinary expenses of the 
government. There was no assessment of property. In 
the case of the scutage, an attempt was made to propor- 
tion it to the size of tlie tenant's holding. It was paid at 
a fixed rate per fee for those fees from which service was 
owed to the king. The tallage varied in amount from 
one levy to another." The dona on religious houses, 
Jews, etc., were set at round sums. These levies (except 
the scutage) were arbitrarily exacted by the king. The 
money was collected in different ways. The great lords 
responded personally for their contributions. The sheriff 
might assess the lesser tenants of the king. The tallages 
were usually assessed by the itinerant justices; the money 
might be collected by the sheriff, but sometimes the 
towns paid it directly into the exchequer. 

In the twelfth century the customary income from all 
sources was already becoming insufficient. This was due 
in part to the great development of the machinery of the 
government which toolc place in Henry IPs reign; in part 
to the numerous foreign wars, the heavy expenses of the 
crusade and of Richard's ransom, and careless adminis- 
tration. A rise in prices was going on, probably slowly, 
from about 1190 to 1250.* It is likely that this increased 
the difficulties of the government somewhat. The 

, machinery for collecting the income was inefficient. It 



I Baldwin, Tht Scutagt and Ktiight Strvie* in EngUind, pp. 31, 99, 
31, 39. 

"In HiG. London paid £lMj in lliB, £1043. York paid £40 in 
1158, £650 in lies, and £200 in 1I6S. The variation is not usually 
so great (Baldwin, pp. 24. 35, 37). 

• Ramsay, Dawn of tht CotuUlulion, p. 301. 
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WAS impossible for the exchequer to compel the prompt 
pajrment of dues. The rolls are full of debts which have 
run on for years. Instead of insisting on the payment 
i the full sum as a government would do to-day, arrange- 
lents were often mode with a debtor to pay a certain 
amount each year till the debt was discharged.* A con- 
siderable part of the revenue was thus continually in 
arrears. 

The government was accordingly forced to devise means 
to increase the national income. This seems to have been 
the purpose of the inquest of knights' fees of 1166. The 
military service owed by tenants to the king had been 
fixed at some time after the conquest; it corresponded 
only very roughly to the amount of land held by each 
vassal. While a few tenants had enfeoffed exactly the 
number of knights whose service they owed the king, some 
had enfeoffed more, and others fewer. The inquest asked 
each tenant in chief: I, for how many knights he owed 
service to the king (this was the servitium debitum) ; 
2, how many knights had been enfeoffed before the death 
of Henry I (this was the old enfeoffment) ; 8, how many 
had been enfeoffed since (this was the new enfeoffment). 
Whenever the number of knights enfeoffed, both new and 
old, exceeded the servitiimi dcbltuin, the king considered 
this as the servitium of the holding and collected scutage 
Imi it. If, however, the number of knights enfeoffed fell 
■diort of the old ser^-itium, the latter remained as the 
'fervitium debitum of the holding.' This attempt to 
> E.). W«Jter de Lacy owed £933 6a 8d. He paid £113 69 8d and 
tiiercafter was to pay 200 marks yearly (Rolulai Canctllarii, 3 John, 
p. 109). 

« In the case of « churchman, the servitium debitum is usually 
referred to as the kni^ts "quos recognoscit," and the excesa charged 
agaJnst them as the knights "quos Don recognoscit" On the subject 
of the service owed by the tenants in chief originally and the changes 
Introduced by Henry 11, sec Round, Feidal England, pp. 99J-31i, 
and Baldwin, pp. 33-39. 
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increase the knights' service owed to the king, and conse- 
quently the scutage, was not entirely successful/ 

The number of fees of the servitium debitum is esti- 
mated by Round at about 5,000,* The number does not 
seem too small. The aid of 1168 amounted to about 
6,000 marks." As the rate was one mark per fee, the 
number of fees would be about 6,000, but the account is 
incomplete and includes fees of the new enfeoffment. No 
attempt has been made in this essay to ascertain the total 
servitium debitum of England. It has been shown below 
that the number of fees in the kingdom which might pay 
scutage in the thirteenth century approached 7,000.'" 
This number is larger than the old servitium debitum, for 
the custom seems to have been to collect scutage on the 
old enfeoffment when that was larger than the servitium 
debitum and from the old servitium when that in turn 
exceeded the old enfeoffment." The new enfeoffment was 
not taxed, except in the case of honors in hand when all 
the fees enfeoffed were taxed. The calculations which are 
given below of the number of fees which paid scutage and 
those which were exempt on account of service are based 
not on the servitium debitum, but on the number which 
might pay scutage. Such calculations will not vitiate the 
correctness of the proportion existing between the part 
taxed and the part exempt, for an excess over the servi- 
tium debitum in the fees taxed will be balanced by a similar 
excess in the fees exempt. 

During the reign of Henry II, the scutage was the 
commutation of service with the host. Early in the retgn, 
the rate had risen to two marks per fee (Im = IBs 4d, or 
two-thirds of a pound), though after 1161, the customary 

> Baldwin, pp. 43. 67. 

■ Round, Feudal England, p. 903. 
« Baldwin, p. 39. 

10 See below, p. 303. 

■ 'See below, p. 301. 
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rate was twenty shillings or less." j^n^y^^. va^e* of tli^^ 
luiiKk*>had increased »nd twenty sKillings was not enough 
to enable the king to hire a substitute for the tenant 
whsM service was thus commuted intn iwrM^i' " For this 
reason, apparently, the effort was made to obtain from 
le tenants who did not wish to take part in a campaign 
larger sum which would more nearly equal the real value 
the tenant's service. The practice is found in Richard's 
reign, if not earlier. The sums were called tines ne tram- 
fretent or pro -paaiagio" They were larger than the 
seutage would have been, were taken in place of it, and 
were not at a fixed rate per fee. In return, the tenant in 
chief was allowed to absent himself from the campaign 
and collect seutage from his tenants and thus partly 
recoup himself. 

Besides these purely feudal devices for increasing the 
revenue, there were, just before the accession irf-i#irfm, 
some levies of an entirely different nature. Ttiey began 
tW. b'anaition from feudal to modem taxation for tliey^ 
vitn based on property, not tenure, and they employed^ ] 
new machinery,'* the local bodies (the county, the hun- 
dred, and the vill), to assist the royal officials who repre- 
sented the central government, to assess and collect the 
tax. 'Vheneir taxes finally supplanted most of the feudsf 
t^Wi because they jieldetL more money. The first case 



I'ln lies, 1165, and 1168, one mark; io 11T9 and 118T, 90s; in 
1190, lOsi the scutagrs of Richard were at 30s. 

»In Richard's reign a linlght might receive Is a day (William 
Bait Arehaological SoHflU Collections, II, Si); in 1199, Icnights In 
casties in Devon received the same (Pipe Hoi], I John, m. IT d). In 
1198 the abbot of St. Edmunds paid knights for service in Normandy 
3c a day (CAronica, Jaceline de Brakelond, p. 63). 

""dc hiis qui Snem feeerunt pro passaglo": "habet quletantiam 
dc Bcalagio suo per flnem quem fecit cum rege"; "istl finem feeerunt 
pro pasEagfo" {R»d Book of the Exchtquer, Rolls Serita, I, 109, 106, 
note, 115). 

» That is, new in assessing and coUecting taxes. 
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was not a levy for national purposes. In 1166, a tax of 

six pence in every pound's worth of personal property 

was taken for the relief of the Holy Land.'* In 1188, an 

important step was taken introducing a modern idea of 

taxation. A tenth of personal property (except arms, 

horses, dress, and precious stones) was levied for the 

crusade. The assessment was made by parishes. In each, 

two churchmen of the parish, a Templar, a Hospitaller, 

a sergeant and a clerk of the king, a sergeant and a clerk 

of the baron of the parish, and a clerk of the bishop of 

the diocese formed the body of assessors. Each man 

swore to the value of his revenues and personal property 

before this commission. If it was believed that anyone 

had sworn falsely, the value of his property was fixed by 

a jury of four or six men of the parish. Crusaders were 

exempt and also received the tithes of their men. Those 

who tried to evade the tax were excommunicated." 

Though the purpose of this levy was religious, it was a 

national tax, and what is more significant, it suggested 

f^ to the king the source from which an increased revenue 

I I could be drawn and Indicated the machinery of assess- 

I' I ment. That this suggestion did not pass unnoticed is 

I 1 shown by the fact that when in 1193-1194 it was necessary 

I 1 to raise 100,000 marks for Richard's ransom, the same 

I I kind of a tax was levied, amounting on this occasion to a 

L^^^rth of revenues and moveables." The amount raised 

IB Two pence in each pound the first jear and then a pennf in the 
pound for four successive years, making six pence in all: those whose 
property was less than a pound should pay a penny (Gervase of 
Canterbury, 1. 198); Chromca Bobtrti de Toreigni, in ChronicUt of 
the Reignt of SUphtn, Hanrg II and Richard I, Rolls Series, ed. 
Richard Howlctt, IV, S3T; Pipe Roll, 13 Henry II, p. 194; A. 
Cartellieri, Pkitipp II, Auffufl, Vol. I. 

"Benedict of Peterborough, ed, Stubbs, Rolls Series, II, SI; 
Stubba, Seleet Charter!, ed. 1895, p. ISOj Cartellieri, VoL II. 

'» Roger of Hoveden, ed. Stubbs, Rolls Series, III, 29J; the total 
ransom was £100,000. 
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was insufficient and this was said to be due to the pecula- 
tion of the collectors. No special machinery was employed 
and there niny not have been a careful assessineDt, a fact 
which may account for the failure to obtain a larger 
8uni.'° 

Another new expedient for taxing property was the 

hidage or carucage. The first example of this was in 

connection with Richard's ransom. It was a tax on the 

hides or carucates of the Domesday assessment"' and was 

culled a hidage in the accounts which we have, but as hide 

and carucate were names for the same thing in different 

parts of England, hidage and carucage were the same 

tax. The next levy was the carucage of 1198, which was 

taken to supply money for the war in France," The tax 

met with opposition, for the religious houses refused to 

pay it, and in consequence the king took from them the 

protection of the courts. By this act their position was 

rendered so unbearable that they had to buy back the 

royal protection and thus furnish the king with the 

I desired contribution." The taxable unit was the plough- 

I land or carucate of 100 acres." A new assessment was 

I mode which should be noticed, for, with some variation, it 

L was that which was employed id the new taxes of the 

' thirteenth century. Two commissioners, a knight and a 

, clerk, were sent into each county. Probably the sheriff 

I tununoned the county court to meet them and then two 

^ Icnights wore chosen from each hundred. Before this 

body of four, the reeve and four men of each vill and the 

bailiffs of barons holding lands in that vill made oath to 

the number of carucates in the vill. Four rolls of the 

I i» Baldwin, pp. 88, 70. 
I "Ibid.; Hov., Ill, 9*0. 

»' Hov., IV, *e, 47. 

albid., IV, 06. On the CBrncage of lim. Me Round, E. B. B., 
in. Ml. 

*■ Titat li, 100 long acres or 130 acres. 

7 
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vill were drawn up : one each for the clerk, the knight, and 
the^l^^iff, and one for the bailiff, containing an account 
of the lands of his lord. The money was to be collected 
by the two elected knights and the bailiff of each hundred, 
who pai^^^ to the sheriff, and he delivered it at the 
exchequ^Bnth the rolls,*' It is doubtful whether this 
assessment was fully carried out. Later in the year, the 
itinerant justices were ordered to inquire how far the 
assessment and collection had been made.'' Many counties 
fined for their carucage In lump sums, the amount 
charged against twenty-three counties being 1,S16 
^karks.'^ At this rate, the total sum realised from Eng- 

>» Hot., IV, 46^ 

u Ibid.. 63. V 

!i> Accounts of a canicagc appear in twenty counties In the Pipe 
Roll of 1199 and of three counties (York, Warwiek, and Leicester) 
in 1900. In eighteen of these the county paid a lump sum; in four. 
round sums were^^k|ed against the hundreds and in Wilts, one 
till vrns diarged i^^EiO. These probably did not belong tu tlie 
carucage of 1900 le^P^c John, for in some cases it is stated that 
they belonged to the carucage ot Richard's tlmei "pro quletantia 
ne fiat inquisitio de carrucagio posito tempore regis Ricardi" (Pipe 
Roll, 1 John. m. 3 d). They can hardly refer to the carucage of 
lIStf-ln'-fllSTy case, the amount charged was a round sum; It was 
jilaiiilr tllff fll^t proffer at the exchequer. It seems reasonable, 
HicreffWifc lo «.';sign these sums to the levy of 1198. The entries 
follow; HvOnul. 30ra "de fine comitatus pro carrucagio"; Gloucester- 
shire, lOOni "pro quictantia carrucagii"; Worcestershire, S5m "de 
comitatu pro quietantla de inquisitione carrucagii"; Warwick.shire, 
lOOm; Leicestershire, lOOra; Salop, 30m; Hertfordshire, flOm; Esseic, 
ISOm; Bedfordshire, 80tn; Buck.s laOm; Berks, TOm; Northampton- 
shire, ISOin "de comilo^Upro remanenda inquisitione carrucagii"; 
Yorkshire, 100m; Staffor^Bre, 30mj Oxfordshire, 120m; Surrey, iOm; 
Hereford, 30m; Dorset, laOinj Cambridge and Huntington, Blm (17 
hundreds diarged with 40s each); Norfolk and Suffolk, I6Sm (48 
hundreds at 40s eadi, 3 hundreds at 60s each and S hundreds at £4 
each): Wilts, 15m (one •^^. See also Ramsay, ^n^epin Empire, 
p. 358. Poislbly these (U^Pjpefcr, not to the oripnal payment of 
carucage, but to fines made by the counties in order to escape the 
further inquest Into the assessment which the itinerant justices had 
been ordered to make. 
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land could liardly have exceeded 2,300 marks, only a. frac- 
tion of what a strict assessment would have jielde^Bf 

TlhUii "*" tl>e close of the twelfth century, there vere 
exft jopl es of all the taxes levied under John and his son. 
'''hr I — "'"*' — T for iimx ossesi^ment and co|k|^.on hnij 
been devi&ed and it will be found that it diSKSot vary 
much throughout the period. TJie change which took 
jnUce lay in the attitude of the government toward tl»«se 

^knrwft, for they soon came to be regarded as regular 
lources of the king's income The increase in their fre- 

' qucncy and the severity with whsch the royal rights i n ^ ^ g 
connection with them were insisted on led to the combi-^^V 
nation of the barons which resulted in the establishment 
of an elTective check on the king's contidKf taxation. 

In the following sections, each tas will be treated in 
detail in chronological order ; the chief points to be studied 
are the occasion and the circumstan^^inder which it 
vas levied, the incidence, the assessl^^Hand collection, — 
and the amount yielded. This mettflj^nivolves consider- 
«ble repetition, but in no other way can the facts of the 
taxation of the period be presented. In a final chapter 
sn ciTort will be made to draw the conclusioi^^U^k the 
details warrant ; and at that paint some r^^^^^rjfll ~ 
will be introduced concerning military ^^''^o^Hb the 
growth of corporate unity among the bartraage. The 
taxes to be discussed are the dona on religious houses, 
the tallage, the' scutage levied in connection with cam- 
paigns, and the aids, under which ^gm arc grouped three 
levies: the aid on knights' fees, cnRed also scutage, the 
cerucage, and the tax on personal property. 

The dona from religious houses were in theory purely 
voluntary. In practice, they m^^be regarded as com- 
pulsory. By 1250, they were talSrwith some regularity. 
Whenever the king took an aid from other classes, or 
vhen he made an expedition to France, the rehgious 
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houses usually paid dona. In 1248, a further step was 
taken by Henry III when he collected dona from tliem 
although no other class made him a contribution. We 
may say therefore that when he was in great need, the 
king was establishing the right to take dona from the 
religious houses. The sums paid were not based on 
an assessed valuation of property and there was no con- 
certed action among the heads of the houses. Each paid 
a lump sum fixed by a bargain between the royal officer 
and the house. 

Ti— ■p^tWHBfflllWWIgWi Wli i y m t l M l Uik cn 

IllWmPIIIIJ III lllfcl III !■ - _T: was not vol- 

untary, but owed. It was not based on property, whether 
the town fined for it or paid a per capita tax. It was 
assessed by royal officials, usually judges. Both the tal- 
lage and the dona added considerable sums to the royal 
of the year. ^^HMliiHiHAfttkb*. leiulKicy U> Itiue 

IsmiMmimii^fiM* »ccpt m Uks v.-tv j^i'ti- 

TWW?B!r^i!i' furthor development iu 



f I royal inci 
^^^TSWa!' 



i ^ff^fo^ouRomie^Mhcselevies, 

iVy be iui impturiani 
the mist powt'rfiil clnss in 

i a. coofiidnrable uncnmt to the 

royal incom^flffl^Vinra «1bo one uf tiu: cau^s uf ^[agna 
Tht^rt»i«k»i in<tertH in that instrument crm- 
r Mtttsge is one of the early steps leading to the 
coiX^^tk^tlKiaag IB taxation. The points which will 
later be considered in connection with this tax are the 
occasion for the levy, the authority by which it was taken, 
the rate, the accompanying fines, the incidence of both 
fines and scutage, the method of collection, the amount, 
and the military service which tenants rendered to the 
king. A study of these topics should give the character 
of the scutage and expltiin the grievance which was regis- 
10 
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liered in the charter. Two alternative theories of John's 
llevies mfiy be offered. FM||^^^g^B4k king chsng^ 
I. .t Miutation for service into a. general 

, wliile nt the Riime time he exacted * 

■'Mi: from each holding, or collected 

a line whifli would be the money equivalent of that ser- 

I vice; second, that scutage did not lose its original char- 

I acter as the composition for service, though as such, it 

' might be replaced by a fine. teMaiAMr^^^m^M*- 

CtntMrts mmld be clear; they would still have 

I to perform the service due from their fees, while in addi- 

f tioD the king gained a new customary levy, a tax on the 

f land. Thougli the evidence is left for future discussion, 

y be said at once that the second alternative is the 

true one— Tg ^^agr ■ j ij Ttnt , b«aat^ » Kn jgrwt --t>CT. 4M| 

g p^ftwwf of the tennntd, therefore, is less obvious, but 

it will be found to lie in the fact that John did not observe 

tile limilfl which had been customary when tenants com- 

poondKl for their services. HikJaenMud the rate; he took 

fines; he took composition on improper occasions: and he 

levied the tax at the opening rather than at the close of • 

r-- ^L" yi'it t^^ievaace of Uie increase of the rate 

liardly intelligibli; unleiis we consider the 
1. ' of the time. In the majority of cases, 

tlic yield from the scutage, or even the fine, would not 
«BaU« the king to put in the field a number of knights 
equal to the number of fees wliich were extm^ied. 'Cfai^ 
fackfo b^ noticed is that t}\e amount of military service 
^mI been reduced. There whs no regularity in this 
reduction, sometimes indeed there was no reduction at 
■ all." The greater tenants usually served with reduced 

P I'Tbus in 1259 the abbot of St Albsns sent six knights to the 

' host, his full service (see below, p. SB5). It is usuaLy the lesser 

tenants who continue to [icrform their full service or serve with 

contingenta which are comparatively only slightJy reduced; see for 

examples, bebw, pp. 9T, 110, 111, 150, 
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contingents; of the lesser tenants some continued to serve 
while others had their service in practice entirely com- 
muted into money. The reduced number of knights which 
the tenant led to the host was regarded as the entire ser- 
vice due from his holding. Thus the sum total which the 
tenants paid in fine or scutage was really the composition 
for a smaller number of knights than was furnished under 
the old nominal service. Consequently the rate of commu- 
tation per knight actually furnished was much higher than 
the nominal rate of the scutage or the fine;" it is likely 
that a rate of composition at one pound (IM; marks) 
per fee was not far from a fair rate of commutation for 
the knights whom the tenant in chief would otherwise 
furnish. But a further element must be considered. The 
king had broken away from the old customary rate. ^1^ 
)faceaiA raise the rate, what limit would there be to his 
exactions? He had the right to full military service 
from his tenants. A sum which would be the full equiva- 
lent would raise the rate of scutage or fine to six, eight, 
or ten marks per fee. Pr«faaU|^4Mther the king nor 
tho.-AaiHits reasoned the matter out beyond the point 
thmkiha tamwr would take all he could get. But that 
the latter would demand and obtain composition at these 
high rates is not pure theory, for in 1210 and 1211 we 
find John levying such fines. Thus the grievance of the 
tenants as expressed in Magna Carta cannot be based 
on the sum total which the scutage yielded, for that is 
often not very large, often not so large even as the tal- 
lage, and it is not found if we consider merely the amount 
which a tenant paid in fine or scutage. Th e cause o f 
complaint becomes evident only when we examine the 
amount of composition in connection with military ser- 

*«The tenn, flue, is here used to mewi the scutage plus the eictra 
Bmoant wliich a tfoaat might p«y in order to be exempt from ser- 
vice. The fine was ordinarily a lump sum. 
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vice. From the study of the scutages of Henry III, it 

will be Been that while in many respects they resemble 

John's levies, there is enough difference to show that the 

king took them in accordance with the law and that the 

tenants no longer feared that the king would find in them 

a weapon of oppression. I f we consider t hn pffpi^t.i nf , 

scutagc on the relations between the king and his vassals, 

we shall nnd that it vkh th e rtbst important levy of^John^a 

, After Magna Carta, it was still levied, but its 

^importance declined. It was supplanted hy the aids 

Ktrhich came to be the king's main resource for extraor- 

■dinary levies and over which the king and the barons 

f struggled. 

he term aid are embraced three sorts of 
the ftid on knights' fees, called also scutage; the 
caflc ; and the tax om orave&blas. The last named, the 
aid on movuubles, cmK0tSK^ftt^ favorite levy of the kin^ 
tWBBBie it yielded so much more than Uie others. 
ws^aU gmeral lei^ee and the royal revenue was greatly 
increased by them. Of the points discussed in connection 
with each case of taxation, ^Hz,, the occasion of the levy, 
the authority by which it was taken, the Incidence, the 
assessment and collection, and the amount, the second, 
concerning the authority for the levy, should he espe- 
cially mentioned here, for it was along this Unc that an 
unusual development occurred. The tallage was a tax 
which the king levied arbitrarily on his demesne; the 
scutage was a composition for service and was therefore 
taken by virtue of the king's right to military service 
from his vassals. But most of the aids were voluntary 
f juat as were the dona from the clergy. In theory, the 
Iking could not take either of these levies except by the 
msent of the contributors, but in fact he had practically 
ien able to establish the right to take dona from relig- 
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ious bodies on certain important occasions, the consent 
of the latter being purely formal. This he was unable 
to do with the aids on the tenants in chief because of the 
development of corporate opposition to his demands. 
Thus the great council came to be a part of the financial 
machinery in a new sense; out of individual consent was 
developed a measure of corporate consent. In connection 
with the aids, therefore, we shall consider the composition 
of the great council, the completeness of the corporate 
feeling among its members, the extent of its authority 
over the taxes, and its aims in taxation. Furthermore 
a final feature of the reign of Henry III will enjoy our 
attention, the taxation of the beneficed clergy. Between 
1258 and the close of his reign, Henry HI repeatedly 
taxed them. It is at first sight surprising that he should 
have succeeded where his father failed. Some precedent 
may perhaps be sought for these levies in the sixteenth 
of 1226 and the dona of the religious clergy, but it is 
likely that these taxes were of slight importance. The 
direct historical preparation for this taxation is to be 
found rather in the similar taxation of the English clergy 
levied by the pope before 1250. The union of the pope 
and the king made it possible for Henry III to tax the 
English clergy. 

Thus by the reign of Edward I, the scutago, the tal- 
lage, and the donum had all become fixed in form and 
amount; they were incapable of further development. 
Progress lay along another line. Precedents had been 
established for the taxation of all classes in the kingdom, 
a taxation based on property, assessed and collected by 
special royal officials in combination with representatives 
of the locahty. At the same time a series of precedents 
had established the fact that the king could not levy aids 
at will. 
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The ordinary revenue, as it has been called in this 
;udy, was also increased at about the beginning of John's 
lign. The. farms of boroughs and manors were raised.'* 
'he fines seem to have become heavier as the reign went 
The county farm had become a fixed sum in the 
closing years of the twelfth century, amounting to about 
16,000 marks," but the exchequer was beginning to charge 
an additional sum in some counties. The earliest case is 
that of Bucks in 14 Henry II, an increase of £10. This 
increase was called increment, and was kept separate 
from the farm. In John's reign it was charged against 
rteen sheriffs and amounted to 1,525 marks." In 1205 
further charge was made (kept separate from the other 
two), called the proficuumi it amounted to about 2,000 
marks." For purposes of comparison with the sums 
realized from the acutages, tallages, and the taxes on 
rsonal property, some calculations of the ordinary 
icome are here given. 



: farm-s [Bot. 



'" Tuner, Laneaihirt Pip* Rollt and Early Charter 
: towns were paying an increnienl 
pant., 3 John, pp. 35, 63, 116. 3^1). 

'" E.ff. for the custody of Doun Bardolfs land, 1,000 marks {Pipe 
Roll, 10 John, Cumberland): Roger Fits Adam, 1,000 marks "pro 
hkbeoda bcDcrolentia regis" (ibid., 11 JoKn, Hants) j R. dc Comhull, 
10,000 marks to be quit of the debts, etc., of his father {ibid., 19 
John, Kent); the monks of Battle Abbey, 1,500 marks for confirma- 
tion of their liberties {ibid., 13 John, Sussex post Llni^.) ; the citizens 
of Lincoln, ■ fine of 9,000 marks "pro excessu suo" (ibid., 14 John, 
Line); Hu^ de Nevill, 6,000 marks "pro habenda benevolentia regis 
pro duobus prisonibus . . . qui . . . evaserunt" and for other things 
(ibid., H John, Wilts; Madox, Hiitory and Antiquitiet of 1A« 
Exchequer, ed. 1769, I, 475, n. k) ; the countesa of Albemarle, 6,000 
marks for having her Inheritance and dowry and not to be forced 
to niBrry (Pipe Roll, It John, York). 

»■ Turner, in the Royal Historical Society Traniactiont, New 
Series. XII. 149-149. 

KBot. Cane, 3 John. 
These figures are not exact; the amount of the proflcuum was 
always the same. 
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In 1201 : 

County (arm and increment (about) 17,000 marks 

Town farms, fines, escheats, etc. (sums paid) 22,000 

Total . 89,000 

In 1205 : 

County farm and increment . . 17,000 marks 

Town farms, etc. ..... 20,000 

Prolicuum ...... 2,000 " 

Total 88,000 " 



On the basiB of the returns of these two years, the amount 
of the ordinary income hardly reached 40.000 marks 
(£26,666?^), for part of the farm was granted out to 
various persons and the revenue from the county was thus 
diminished.'* Sir Jaraes Ramsay makes the total for 8 
John somewhat larger, 51,771m 12s 3d (£34,616 12s 8d)." 
The account of that year was swelled by the income of the 
archbishopric of Canterbury, amounting to £5,169 19s 5d 
(a little over 7,500 marks). Deducting this, the sum total 
will not be much greater than in the years just cited. It 
is not possible to say how complete a statement of the 
ordinary income was rendered in the Pipe Roll. It is 
striking that the accounts of the three years should be 
so nearly equal. Part of the income was certainly not 
given in the roll. Of the carucagc of 1200, of the seventh 
in 1203, of the thirteenth of 1207, no return is given. 
These levies, however, belonged to the extraordinary 
revenue. 

»» Turner, p. IIT. 

>° RsmBay, Angevin Empire, p. SOi. 



CHAPTER II 

The Taxes in Detail from 1199 to 1206 
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IumI bcea Uiluit more ufteu imdtr 
MfaMnnder Henrv' H, became sH)I more fre- 



q flW R ' ill T o wn's reign. From 1199 till the faU of 1206, 
aa mtermittcnt struggle was carri«d on against Philip 
Augustus for the possession of the Angevin lands in 
France. This occasioned in one form or another seven 
scutages, four or five taUages, a carucage, a seventh of 
moveables, and two or three dona from religious houses 
which did not hold by military tenure. The scutages 
were all scutages in the strict sense; they were not aids 
taken on all the fees. Each year some tenants received 
writs of quittance and the rest paid a money composition, 
either seutage or fine. Now the writ of quittance did not, 
as might be supposed, cover merely the personal service 
of the tenant in chief; it included also the service of his 
whole holding.' In order to make this fact clear, we 
must say something about the accounts of seutage ren- 
dered in the Pipe Roll, The names entered were regularly 
those of the tenants in chief. The only exception to this 
statement was when an honor was in hand; then the rear- 
vassals would sometimes be enrolled charged with seutage 
or acquitted.' A haron who held lands in more than one 

' It often happrns that a tenant Is cnt«red aa acquitted in one 
county because lie renders his account in another. The statement In 
the text applies to the ease when a tenant is entered as acquitted 
wheteref his name appears in the rolL 

1 The trnanta of the honor of Gloucester appear in the roll In the 
first scutages of John; the tenants of the honor of William de Mohun 
appear in the second and third scutages of John. When these honors 
patis into the hands of tenants in chief, the rear-vassals no longer 

17 
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county would sometimes be entered in the accounts of 
the different counties, but under his own name, not under 
the names of his vassals.' When, therefore, we find a 
tenant acquitted of scutage whenever his name appears 
in the roll, we may conclude that this writ of quittance 
applies to all the land which he holds of the king.' The 
scutage rolls contain the names of those tenants to whom 
the king has granted their scutage because they have 
performed their service. Many exist for the reign of 
Henry III, but only one for John's reign, that of Poitou, 
1214. A comparison of the Scutage Roll with the corre- 
sponding Pipe Roll shows that the tenants who are 
entered in the former as having their scutage are entered 
in the latter in the list of those having writs of quittance. 
It seems fair to conclude, therefore, that the lists of writs 
of quittance under John contain the names of those who 
have performed their service, have been exempted from 
paying scutage at the exchequer, and have been granted 
writs de habendo scutagio.^ 

appear (c/. the entry for the honor of Gloucester in Rot. Cane., p. 
55, with Pipe Roll, 10 John, Glouc. m. 5 d; for the honor at Dunstor, 
ef. Bot. Cane, pp. 305-209, with Pijie Roll, 7 John, Dors, and Somers. 
m. 11 d). This does not mean that when an honor is in hand the 
reBr^PBssols always appear in the roll. 

> In 1199, Ralph de Sumery was entered as acquitted in six baili- 
wicks: Stsff., Bucks and Bedf., Berks, Wigorn., Rutland, War. and 
L«lc. (Pipe Roll, 1 John). 

* An analysis of the aciwunt of any scutage shows that there is 
no amount of scutage charged large enough to represent a scutage 
paid by the rcar-vassaU of those tenants who have i>erfomied their 
service and have received writs of quittance. Thus in 1199, the first 
scutage of John, about ^,500 fees are charged with Hne or scutage; 
that leaves about 3,500 f«es with no diarge against them. Tlie 
amount charged against Hie S,J0O fees can be practically identified as 
chorged against certain clergy and greater lay tenants. Such amount 
as cannot be thus identified will be entirely inadequate to represent 
a scutage against war-vassals of the remnining tenants in chief. 

"There are some writs in the Close Roll under John by which a 
tenant is granted his scutsge; sucli a man will appear in the Pipe 

18 
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These scutages were then taken in connection with 
expeditions, but not always fairly. They were levied at 
the opening rather than at the close of a campaign and 
BOinetimes the character of the operations which followed 
would hardly justify their levy. Thus in 1199, John 
concluded a truce immediately after landing in France; 
in 1201, there seems to have been no fighting at all. In 
1202 and 1203, there is no existing copy of a summons, 
though probably one was issued; at any rate a scutage 
taken. In 1204; and 1205, the host was summoned 
but not despatched, and a scutage was levied. In 1206, 
the levy of the scutage was entirely legal. All these levies 
were accompanied by fines which in many cases increased 
the amount of composition of those tenants who failed to 
,|)erform their service. 

The levy of 1204 merits special notice. It was taken 

a meeting of the great council and is said to have been 
granted by it. Probably this expression does not mean 
anything more than that the barons agreed to the 
increase in the rate of that year and to the proposition 
of the king that the levy should be put in charge before 
the host was summoned so that he could have the use of 

ire of the money in that campaign. 

We have already said that these scutages were not 

Roll In the list of those who have be^n panted writs of quittance. 

"Mandatum est vicecomiti Bukingh' quod facial habere Sahero de 

Qucney soutagium suum in balliva sua- Similiter mandatum est 

aliis vicecomitibua in quorum ballivia terras habet" {Rot. Litt. Clavi., 

L-l, 43\i, 6th scutage); in the Pipe Boll this tenant is entered as 

rACquitted in Bucks and Bedr., Norf. and Suff.. and Oxford. "Rex 

PcanceUario suo salutem. Mandamus I'obis quod habere faclatis 

ThoDue de Nevill' scutagium suuDi de feodo militia que tenet de 

nobis in capite scilicet de scuto iii marcas pro exercitu Pictavia; in 

quo militem suum noblscum habuit" (ibid., ITTa) ; Thomas de Nevill 

is among the tist of those hating writs of quittance in Bucks and 

Bedf. (Pipe RoU, 16 John, m. 3). Cf. also the men who are 

granted their scutage in Rot. Lilt. Clatu.. I, SOOb with the accauot 

of the scutage of Poitou in Pipe Roll, 16 John. 

~ 19 
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general taxes. It seems clear that in general the king 
did not collect them from the rear-vassals of the tenants 
in chief who were liable, but as had been customary col- 
lected them from the tenants in chief, 

The tallage calls for no special comment here other 
than to say that it was taken less often than the scutage. 
The explanation for this is probably that the king had 
the excuse for levying the scutage in the summons to the 
host. The tallage was owed, but it would seem that 
there was no such convenient excuse for taking it as often 
as the scutage. 

The carucage, it will be found, was taken with the 
feudal excuse that it was to pay the relief for the lands 
in France. It was customary to take an aid to pay the 
lord's relief, but the so-called relief of this year was not 
for the kingdom of England, but for other lands which 
the king of England held. The levy of the carucage for 
this purpose may therefore have been considered an 
abuse. Regarding the actual assessment and collection, 
we know little. The fact that the carucage was to be 
based on the ploughlands instead of being paid in lump 
sums indicates that the government wanted to base the 
levy on property. That would not only give a more 
definite basis for the tas, but would also make it neces- 
sary for those who did nut wish to pay it to obtain special 
exemption from the king. 

The seventh also was taken under a feudal plea, viz., 
that the tenants had deserted the king. Hence their lands 
would be technically forfeit. John seems to have made 
this tax a general levy, basing it on property and apply- 
ing it to men who could not have been guilty. From the 
seventh, the tenant had also to get a special writ of 
exemption. 

Other levies which fell in this period are these: the 
fortieth for the crusade; the fifteenth on merchants; and 
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Btaxes on the Channel lales, all of which were taken on 
■property or income. Some local machinery was used to 
i and collect them. Thus they illustrate the general 
tendency to base taxation on property and to get at the 
value of the property through the jury, that is, the jury 
was used for the advantage of the ting and not to protect 
the taxpayer. 

^The Taxes of 1199 
On June 20 or 21, within a month after his coronation 
on May 27, John returned to Normandy to carry on 
the struggle against Philip Au^stus. The host was 
assembled' and a considerable arnny crossed the channel 
I with the king.'' This force was partly composed of 
I mercenaries." The campaign lasted till the end of 
J October, but there was no fighting in July and August.* 
Just how many English tenants performed their service 
in the field this year cannot be stated. Not more than 
2,500 fees were charged in the roll with fines or scutage. 
If we deduct this number from the total number of fees 
in England, we get about 4,000 knights serving, a number 
which seems far too large.'" The array however included 

• "de banc summonitione exercitus"; "pro remanendo quod non 
transfrctet cum doioino rege"; "pro militibus quoe debuerat mislsse 
Id serrido domini regis in Nonnannlom" {ItoluU dt Oblatii ft 
Finibiu, pp. 9, 11, ST). 

' "Maximuni exereitum" (Ralph of Coggesha], Chronieon Angli- 
eanum, ed. SteTenson, Rolls Series, p. 100} ; "coUecta multltudine 
ndUtum el peditTim" (Ralph of Dicefo, Optra Hiitoriea. ed. Stubbs, 
RoUs Series, II, 160). 

■ "Et in quingentis Walensibus peditibug et x Walensibua equlti- 
bus . . . qui trans fretsTc runt in servidum regis per breve regis" 
(Pipe Roll, 1 John, Hereford) ; in ISOO, paj^ents were made to 
mereenaries, bo that the practice was not uncommon {Rotuli d» 
Liberalt, p. 8). 

»Hov, IV, B2, 93, 97; there was a truce from June 34 till August 
16 and hostilities were not renewed till September. 

" TTiese flgures, as has been said above (p. 4), are based on the 
Bmober of fees which paXd scutage and hence are somewhat larger 
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manj of the greater tenants in chief and about half of 
the service of the clergy." 

In connection with this expedition there were levied a 
scutage, a tallage, and sums, called variously doTia, 
tallagia, or promiisa, on religious houses. The taxation 
was put in charge and the collection begun during the 
summer, perhaps before the expedition sailed. It appears 
in the Pipe Roll of 1199 as partly paid ; there is an order 
for the collection of the scutage on September 1;" the 
demand for dona from religious houses was made before 
June 20.'* 

The levy on knights' fees usually took the form of a 
scutage at two marks per fee, sometimes accompanied 
or replaced by a sum, called a fine Tie transfretet, pro 
pattagio, etc., which was not at a fixed rate per fee. The 
following account will show the character of this levy: 

Scutage at 2m. 

M s d 

Clerical tenants . . 1049 11 6 
Forty-three" lay tenants (each 5 

or more fees)'* . . . 1972 1 
Lay tenants (each fewer than S 

fees, etc.)" . . . 1257 8 6 

Total 4279 6 9 

than the servilium debitum. A tenant who refused to serve might 
be diaseized. Matthew Turpin, a sergeant, waa disaeued (Madox, I, 
663, n. u)i Henry Faulkner, 1 fee {Rot. Obi, p. 40). 

1' These were excused from any money payment. 

11 Madox, I, 680, n. «. In the Memoranda Roll of Michaelmas, 1199, 
ii the following item: "Eustoehlua de Baillol habet respeetum per 
juBtlc' de debito suo dc secundo Bcutagio (of Richard) et tercio et 
novo (j.e. of 1199)" (Exch., L. T. R., Bundle 1, no. 3, m. I d). Thus 
tfae scutage was to be paid at the exchequer at Michaelmas, 1199. 

i»"de auxilio quod domlnus rex exegit ab eis ante trans fretationem 
saam" {Roi. Obi., p. 32). 

>» Of this number, four are tenants on honors in hand and there 
are three honors which account in one sum through the custodian: 
Wallingford (300!^) i Brittany (980m): ChokcB (30m). 



I 
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M s d 

Clerical tenants . . . 880 on G8 fees 

Eleven lajr tenants (each S or more 

fees)" . . . 705 6 8 ■' 1+9 " 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 

B fees)" . . . 252 ■' 60 " 

Total .... . 1277 68" 252 " 

Additional fine or scutage^* . 201 6 

Fees taxed (about) 2500. 

Total fine and acutage . . 6758 6 

Paid, 1 and 2 John'" . . 8895 8 7 

Thus tenants holding about 2,500 fees are entered in the 
roll as owing scutage or fine. Some of these seem to have 
also performed service with the host. The abbot of 

i> In this essay, the lay tenants to chief have been arbitrarily 
divided into two clHsses, Uiose who held five or more fees, called 
liere the greater lay tenants, and those who held fewer than Bve 
fees, the lesser lay tenants. We do not claim that it was necessary 
for a tenant to have at least Ave fees in order to be considered a 
great tenant, but there can he no doubt that the division into greater 
and lesser tenants which was recognized in the thirteenth century 
rested mainly on the number of fees which the tenant held. For purposes 
of illnstrating the incidence of the scutage, it h convenient to draw 
a horixontal line between the greater and the lesser tenants, and 
to draw it at ten fees seemed too high. Inasmuch as the unit of 
the allotment of lands by tlie Conqueror (Round, Pnidat England, 
p. 859) was a flve-knight unit, it seems fair to take the number five 
as the line of division between the greater and the lesser tenants. 
If an honor in hand accounted in one sum through the custodian, 
that too has been included in this group. But if the sub-tenants on 
an honor in hand accounted separately to the sheriff or the exchequer, 
they have been included in the group of grcaler or lesser tenants 
according as they held more or fewer than five fees and the honor 
as a whole has not been counted as one great tenant. Tlius the 
group of greater lay tenants will usually include some honors in hand 
sub-tenanLs on honors in hand, while the group of lesser 
tenants will always include some tenants who are sub-tenants. 

Besides tenants in chief, this group includes tenants who are on 
honors In hand and are entered by naiae in the roll; when an honor 
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Ramsey paid eight marlcs on his four fees, yet his knights 
were with the king;" the bishop of Winchester likewise;'' 
the earl of Devon had knights in the king's service and 
paid 30 marks scutage;" William de Braose was charged 
with 56 marks on 28 fees and he performed at least part 
of his service.'^ The first three are clear cases of double 
exaction," but in general it seems to be true that tenants 
who performed their service received writs of quittance 
and either paid nothing at the exchequer, or only the 
amount due on fees detached from the main body of their 
holding. They might also pay a part of their scutogc, 
apparently because the sheriff had not yet received 
notification of their exemption from the levy. But all 
sums collected in this way were small; they are not suffi- 
cient to show that the tenants as a rule paid scutage and 
served as well.'" Men who served were granted writs of 

ia only partly accounled for by the custodian, it is entered in this 
group. Detaciied tees of a barony not in liand are included here 
unless it is certain that they should Ik included in the main account 
of the barony. This year, 6JSin were chared against honors in 
hand and 60ni against detached fees of great barons, leaving less 
than GOOm against tenants in chief. 

IT Both tenants in chief and tenants on honors in hand who are 
entered by name in the roll. 

» I cannot find the number of fees held by these men. 

I'That is, the payment is enrolled in the Pipe Rolls of these 
years. Of this sum, S,645m 4s 3d were paid in 1199 and 7t9m 19s fid 
in 1900. 

iDpipe Roll, 1 and T John, Cant, and Hunt.; Rotali Curia Regit, 
ed. Palgrave, 1B3J, II, m. 

■< Pipe Roll, 9 John, Hants, m. T d; Rot, Citr. Rtgii, II, 67. 

"Pipe Roll, 1 John, Deron, m. U d; 2 John, Deron; Rot. Cur. 
Btgit, 11, 38. 

3> Pipe Roll, ibid.; Rot. Cur. Rtgi4, IT, 8. He never paid it. 

" The explanation of these cases may be that the tenants bar- 
gained to pay their scutage and perform part of their service, instead 
of paying a fine. Different sorts of bargains were made {see below, 
p, 97) ; see the bargains made with Fulk Palnel and the earl of 
Devon in the second scutage (see below, p. 39, note IIT). 

u Tbc following men were quit, but paid some small sums as 
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quittance which are listed in each county under the head- 
ing: "Isti habent quietantiam per brevia." Thus the 
bishop of London had his knights with the king and had 
a writ of quittance;" also, William de Mowbray;" the 
earl of Warwick ;^* Ralph de Sumery ;'* William de Long- 
champ;'" Gilbert Peke;" the earl of Chester.'' If a tenant 
performed his service, but failed to secure the writ of 
quittance, he would be charged with scutage in the roll. 
But he would not be forced to pay. Time would be 
granted him and later when he secured the necessary 
writ, his debt would be crossed oflF." 

dMcribed in the text: Walter de Lacy, Sl^ fees, paid Jui in Berks; 
Gilbert Pcke, 19 tees, paid Im in Berlcs; Guido de Laval, SO fees, 
paid Sm in Oxford; Gerard de CanviU piiid ^m in Berks, was charged 
with 9ni in Oxford, of which he paid Im "et debet I marcam sed 
postea habuit quietandara de marca ilia per breve regis" (Pipe RoL, 
1 John, Oxf., m. 16 d). 

'•"habet milites suos cum rege" (Rot. Cur. Rtgli, II, T); he has 
quittance of the Hrst scuta^ in Glouc Essex and Hertf., Wilts, 
Oxford, and Line. {Pipe Roll, 1 John, ta. 3 d, II, 13 d, 16 d). 

^^ Rot. Cur. Regit, II, 49; has quittance of the first scutage (Pipe 
Roll, 1 John, War, and Leie., Northamp., York). 

>»Bot. Cur. RtffU, U, 78; Pipe Roll, 1 John, War. and Leic, 
Wlgorn, Northamp. 

» miUam Salt Arch. Soc. Colt.. Ill, 31; Pipe RoU, 1 John, Staff, 

*oBot. Cur. Rtgit, II, 33; is quit of scutage (Pipe Roll, 1 John, 
Line, War. and Lelc). 

•I Gilbert Peke "dicit quod ipse militcs habct cum domino rege" 
(Act. Car. Regit, II, 139) ; has quittance of his scutage {Red Book, 
I, 119). 

" WilHam Sail, etc.. Ill, 3S; has quittance In five bailiwicks. 

" This seems to be the meaning of coses where a tenant is charged 
with scutage In the roll and the amount later written off with the 
note that afterward he had a writ of quittance. Simon de Beauchamp 
"debet quater xx et xi marc, et dimidlam de scutagio sed postca habuit 
quietantiam per breve Galfridi fllli Petri" (Pipe Roll, 1 John, Bucks 
and Bedf., m. S d); also, William de Mowbray, Robert de Tumham, 
and Guido de Laval (ibid., York, m. 4 d) ; "Philippus de Columbieres 
debet xx marc, de scutagio; sed habet quietantiam per breve re^s de 
ultra mare" {ibid.. Dora, and Somers., m. 17 d). A small part of the 
scutage of such a tenant might be paid before the writ of quittance 
arrivedi a.g. see not« 95, for Guido de Laval. 
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The levy of the scutage proper was not confined to the 
lesser tenants. Of the forty tenants who held five or more 
fees, four held more than twenty. The earl of Clare was 
charged with 283ni 10s id of scutage (paid Sim);" 
Henry de OiUJ with 65m;" Hervey Bagot with 120m ;^" 
William de Braosc with 56m;" the carl of Devon (15 
•^ees) paid his scutage.'" 

Fines ne transfretet began to he taken at least in 
Richard's reign." Bj virtue of the fine, the whole fee 
of the tenant escaped service in the host. The fines did 
not form an important part of the levy this year as only 
about 250 fees were charged with them. Some important 
tenants are included. Eustace de Balliol was charged with 
60ra scutage and 200m fine on 30 fees;'" William Fitz 
Alan with 55m scutage on 27% fees and 60m fine;" Ralph 

»< Pipe Roll, 1 John, Norf. and Suff., ni. 30. 

w Ibid., Oxf., TO. 16 d. About half was paid. 

«• Ibid., Staff., £35 paid. 

" Ibid., Devon, m, 14 d. No payment Is recorded. Another tenant 
holding more than 30 fees was Henry de Tracy, who Is charged with 
iOi/^m of Bcutage for the fee of William de Tracy (ibid.). The 
charge appears in the roll till 1309, when thifl note is added: "sed 
Inquisltum est que habuit qtiietantiam de I. marct.t et dim. per 
bfwve regis" (Pipe RoU, U John. Devon, m. 8). In 1109, lie accounts 
for 1,000 marks for having all the land of his father, William de 
Tracy, and his scutage is perhaps to be included in tliis fine (ibid., 
1 John, m. U d). 

s'/6irf., I and 3 John, Devon. 

9» "De illls qui flnem fecerunt pro passagio" (Bed Book, I, 99, 109, 
lis). They perhaps go back to the time of Henry IIi "de scutagio 
baronum qui nee ahierunt cum rege in Hibemiam nee milites nee 
denurios pro se miserunt" (Pipe Roll, 18 Henry II. p. 187). 

•0 Pipe Roll, 1 John, Northumb., m. 8 d; 3 John, Northumb. 

•1 tbid., Salop, m, S. His servitium debitum was 10 fees (Round, 
Feudal England, p. 25S). His old enfeoffment wa£ 3^ fees in Salop, 
and Wilts, and & fees in Norfolk; his new enfeoffment was B fees 
(Red Book. I, 971-97*). In IIM and 1106, he was charged with 
Bcutsge on 37^ fees (ibid., pp. 86, 105), and accounted for this num- 
ber in 1199, isni and 1903 (Pipe RoU. Salop, 1 John and 1 Johnj Rot. 
Cane., p. 138) ] In 1303, he is charged with aOm, i.e., 10 fees (Pipe Roll, 
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Pitz Stephen with 40ra fine on 13!^ fees;'* the abbot of 
St. Albans with ISOra fine on 40 fees.'^ It is impossible 
to say why these tenants paid fines while other tenants 
paid scntage only. Sometimes the fine was so large that 
it doubled what the scutage would have been. The fine 
was reckoned in two ways: a lump sum by virtue of which 
the tenant was exempt from service and was given the 
right to collect scutage from his vassals;" a fine for his 
personal service and for the right to collect scutage from 
his demesne while he paid scutage on the infeudated part 
of his holding.** The difference was one of form, not 
of principle; it depended on the bargain made between 
the king and the tenant. In effect, the tenant paid a sum 
larger than his scutage and his whole fee escaped service 
with the host. 

Ultimately the rear-vassals paid the scutage, whether 
the tenant in chief paid fine or scutage. In paying either 
contribution, the tenant in chief received the right to 

5 John, Salop). In Idlt. the guardian of the fee nccounted for 22i^ 
fees old and S fees new enfeoffment (ibid., 16 John, Salop); in 1218 
and Iherenftcr, John Fits Alan, who succeeded to the barony, ac- 
counted for 9*1^ fees (Pipe Roll, 9 Henrj' III, Salop). 

*^ Ibid., Notts, and Derby, in. IS d. 

" Ibid., Norf. and Suff., m. 30. 

i» "Willelmus de Sealariis dat domino regi xl marc, pro habenda 
qtiietantia de hac summon itlone exercitus et pro habendo scutagio 
Bun de feodo quod tenet de domino rege In caplte'' (Rot. Obi, p. 97). 
He held 15 fees. 

" Walter de Cormeiles "r c de viii li. de aculagio suo prceter feoda 
trium roilitum qui sunt la domlnico suo de qnibus paceni habet per 
flnem quod fecit qui infra annotatur" (Pipe Roll, 1 John, Heref. m. 
Iflji tlie fine referred to was for £10 "pro eodem. i.e. ne transfretet 
et pro hsbendo scutagio dc dominieo suo" (ibid,). In 1166, this tee 
consisted of 6 fees of old cnfeoil'ment and 3 fees "de dominlo" 
{Bed Book, I, 386). Henry dc Pinkncy paid 100s fine "pro habenda 
pace ne transfrelet et pro habendo scutagio de dominieo suo"; he 
also paid scutage on 13i^ fees (Pipe Roll, I John, Bucks, Berks, 
Northamp., m. S d, 8 d. 18 d). In 1166, the servitium debitum was 
15 tees at which S fees were "in dominieo" (Red Book, I, 317). 
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collect scutage from his vassals.'* Barons were charged 
with scutage and acquitted in several counties. They 
might indeed pay the whole amount in one sum, but often 
that part due from a detached part of the honor was paid 
separately. Thus Henry de Pinkney accounted for 27m 
in Bucks, of wliich sum, 7m were paid in Berks and ISm M 
in Northamptonshire." Henry de Oilti paid 8s lOd in 
Staffordshire, 6s 8d in Berks, ^m in Bucks, 30m 8s in 
Oxfordshire and 2ni in Northamptonshire.*' This also 
shows that the exchequer was trying to find out the 
location of fees. The practice had already begun in 
Richard's reign.*" A good example is the case of the 
bishop of Winchester, He owed scutage in Kssex, but 
the sheriff reported that he did not know how many fees 
the bishop held in that bailiwick." The total service of 
the bishopric was of course known. The rear-vassal was 
not responsible for the fine; he paid scutage only. The 
writ which the tenant in chief received when he paid a 
fine gave him permission to collect scutage from his 
Tassale." 

The collection of the scutage and fine was made in dif- 
ferent ways. Part of the levy was paid at the exchequer, 

<* Above, notes 44 and iS; "PrKcipimiu Ubi (the sheriff of Notting- 
ham) quod justicirs milites de balliVQ tua quos archiepiscopus Ebora- 
censls tenet in coniitatu tuo de dono regis, quod sine dilatione red- 
dant ballivis Ipsim ardiiepiscopi scutaglum suum, scilicet, duas 
tnarcas de Ecutagio" (Madox, I, 680, n. n). The archbishop pajs 
scutage thia ythr so he is collecting it from his tenants to pay at the 
exchequer. ■ 

•T Sec note 4fi. ] 

•B Pipe Roll, 1 John. See also the accoant in Berks; the sheriff 
accounts for £T Im of earl Ferrers, 9m of the abbot of Hide, etc. 

*B "de hlls qui noa habent capitales honores" {Red Book, I, 100, 
104, 107). 

so "Isti debent responderc de scutaglo sed vicecomes nesdt quot 
feoda habeont: Comes de Perrariis, episcopus WiDton'" (Pipe Roll, . 
1 John, Essex and Hert., m. 13 d). 

>' Above, note 44. 
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or to the king directly, in camera, by the tenants 
in chief in person, or by their representatives." Part 
they paid to the sheriff who accounted for it at the 
exchequer, not in a lump suin, but with the amounts due 
from and paid by each/' In some cases, the sheriff seems 
to have collected from the rear-vassals.'^* Sometimes this 
may have been done after an arrangement was made with 
the lord. At any rate, the royal ofGcial did not make a 
general collection from the rear-vassals. His business 
was with the tenant in chief. Thus he collected nothing, 
or practically nothing, from the fees of tenants who had 
writs of quittance, or who were performing their service, 
though the latter might not yet have received their writs 
of exemption." In the cases of men who owed fine or 
scutage, he often reported fees in his district which 
belonged to them, but he did not collect the money and 

B' Ralph Fill Stephen accounts for 30 marks, the balanec of his 
ntiei '^n thesauro nichU et G. Alio Petri jtx marc, per manum Ricardl 
ftlii RoberU senescalU ipaiua Radulfl p*r breve regis" (Pipe Roll, 2 
John, m. 1 d), William Fitz Alan "r c de Ik marcis ne transfretet 
cnm rege; in thesauro nichil et ipai regi in camera sua Ix marc, de 
prudicta fine per breve regis" {ibid., 1 John. Salop, m. 6). The 
■heriff reports the names of tenants who had promised to pay at the 
exchequer and who failed to come: "Hugo de Morba senescallus 
Henrid de Trasd affidavit facere pacem de L marcis et dim. de 
scutagia suo sicut vicecomes diclt et non venit" (Exchequer, L. T. R., 
Bundle 1, No. 3, Mem. Roll, 1 .lohn, m. 19 d); "Senescallus Hugonis 
Bard cujus nomen vEcecomes n esc It affidavit facere pscem de iiii 
marcis de scutagio suo duorum militura et non venit" (ibid., m. 
14 d)i see also cases in Staffordshire (■''■'''. m- 1*); for the earl of 
Clare {ibid., m. 20 d). The Pipe Roll has two sorts of entriesi A 
(tenant) r c de'y marelsi idem vicecomes r c de y marcis de A. 
Tills difference In form suggests that some tenants account in person 
or through their steward at the exchequer. 

"1 Pipe Roll, I John, paatim. 

"E.g. above, notes is, IT, 48j the sheriff of Northamptonshire 
accounts for IDs of the scutage of the priorf of Coventry and £4 of 
that of Gilbert Gaunt and the sums are paid (Pipe Roll, 1 John, 
Northamp., m. 2 d). 

»■ Above, note 35. 
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it is stated that payment was made in another bailiwick,'* 
In the main, he was to supervise the levy and be able to 
render a statement at the exchequer concerning all the 
fees which were liable for scutage in his bailiwick. One 
fiheriff had been remiss in his duty. A list of thirteen 
tenants, some of them great men in his bailiwick, is given 
concerning whom he had made no report. The comment 
of the exchequer barons shows what he was expected to 
do, viz., either to collect the scutage and pay it at the 
exchequer, or to produce the writs of quittance, or to 
report the number of fees for which each tenant owed 
scutage.'^ He also aided tenants in chief to collect 

■B "Idem vicecomes xl aoL de scuUgio feodonim eomitis Aibcricl 
de quibus H. Cantuariensis archiepisc^opus debet respoadcre slcut 
vicecomes dicit" (Pipe Roll, 1 Jrfin, Northamp., m. 2 d); William 
de ErlegB "debet ii marcBs; Bed respondet Id Berchscira sicut vice- 
comes dicit" (ibid., Dors, and Sraners., m. IT d) ; Fiilk de Alno 
"dpbet li marcBs de seutagio; sed respondet in Wiltscira" (ibid.); 
the bishop of Durham "debet xx marc, de scutagioj sed reapondet 
indc in Everwicscira" {ibid.. Line, m. 11). When an honor in hand 
is given over to a custodian, the latter is often charged wltli and 
responds for the scutage atid in doing so seems to be acting as a 
tenant in chief; thus Alexander de Pointone accounts for the scutage 
of the honor of the countess of Brittany (ibid., 3 Ji^u, Line, m. 
G d)( Nicholas PoinE for the honor of WOUam de Mohun (_ibid., I 
and 9 John, Dors, and Somers.). 

°' "Hii omnes invenientur in rolulo anni vii annotatl Inter quietos 
de primo scutagio regis Rlcardi nee vicecomes aliquid pro cis reddi- 
dit nee brevla de acquietantia eorum ostendit nee baronibus (i.«. 
Ecaccarii) certiflcavit de quot feodis debcant respondere in his comi- 
tatibus" (Pipe Roll, 1 John. War. and Lelc, m, IS d; Red Book, 
I, 13S, with slightly^ different wording). The collection referred to 
fa not necessarily from rear-vassals. In the Pipe Roll there are 
occasional references that the sheriff is keeping tracit of al! the fees 
in his district; the sheriff of Kent "r c de xvii marc, de scutagio 
mliitum honoris PcverelU quos invenire potuit" (Pipe Roll, 1 John, 
m. 5 d) t similarly for the honor of Mortain (ibid., Northamp., m. 
9 d)j William Pit« Martin "r c de xi marc, de scutagio sicul vice- 
comes dicit" (ibid., Dors, and Somers., m. IT d); cf. John Fitu Rich- 
ard (ibifl.): Adam de Tindale (ibid., Northumb., m. 8 d); diapd of 
Bobdiam and William de Kahalgnes (ibid., Suss., m. 9); "idem 
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scutage from their vassals."' If a baron refused to pay 
his scutage or fine, he might be distrained." 

The tallage was levied on the king's demesne which 
included the towns and on lands in hand.°" It amounted 
to about 5,500 marks."' The assessment and collection 
were made in 1199 and 1200. Not much was paid there- 
after. The work of assessment was done in part by the 
itinerant justices on their rounds." Some of the towns 
compounded in a lump sum, settling the incidence of the 
levy themselves and responding for it to the exchequer 
or to the sheriff. But this was not always the case. 
In Northampton the justices assessed the individual 
burghers," In those vills or lands in which the justices 
personally made the assessment, a roll of the persons 

vlcccomea li marc, de feodo Alb«rid de Danmartln de quibus comes 
Bolonise debet respondere sicut vicecomes dicit" (ibid., Norf. and 
Suit., m. 90). 

" Above, note M. 

cf'tdem Hrnricus (de Pinkenl) promislt iMtram Justic' quod 
acqiiietabit averin sua que capta sunt pro scutagio; recognovit enim 
quod idem debet" (Rot. Cur. Rtgit, II, 43). I think that this is 
probablf a reference to the scutage of 1109; at any rate the case 
la entered in the fall of this year and illustrates the point that at 
this time distraint is in use to enforce pajTnent of scutage. "Walterus 
de Conneiles debet .c. sol. de iscutagio suo -ii. marcarumi vicecomes 
distrtngat eum de .iiii. marc, et de ,c, Eol." (Excb., L. T. R., Bundle 1, 
Ko. 3, Mem. RolJ, 1 John, m. 14). 

x" London does not appear in the roll of any year charged with 
this tallage. It paid, however, £3,000 "pro habenda conflrmatione 
regis de lii>ertatihus suis" (Pipe Roll, 9 John, m. II) and the tallage 
may have been included In tliis sum. 

<>' The following counties are omittedi Cant, and Hunt, Notts, and 
Derby, and Lane. 

*i E.g. in Wigorn., the tallage was laid by the abbot of Tewkesbury, 
the archdeacon of Stafford, and Simon de PateshuU, who were the 
justices of the year (Pipe Roll, 1 John, Wig., Oxf., m. 6 d, 10 d). 

•» "Homines de Norhanton' r c de Ix 11. et xviii sol. de taillagio 
facto per G. de Norwiz et socios suos quorum particular sunt in 
rotulo que ipse G. Uberavit in thcsauro" {ibid., S John, Northamp., 
w. 4 d). 
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Rnd the amount of their tallage was drawn up in dupli- 
cate, one copy sent to the exchequer and the other given 
to the sheriff for collection.*' Some villa had a lump sum 
of tallage charged Against them." The first assessment 
might be reduced later by the exchequer. Winchester 
had its tallage reduced from 807m to 400m."* A contri- 
bution was exacted from some religious houses called 
donum, pronussum, or tallagium. Houses which held by 
military service and those which did not were included. 
In the case of the former, the contribution was a payment 
in addition to the scutage. The abbot of Winchcomb paid 
4m scutage and 30m de promisio;" the abbot of Evesham 
9m scutage and 50m de dono,** the abbey of St. Edward 
14m scutage and 20m de taillagio."' The amount of these 
contributions was 868% marks. The sums were assessed 
and collected by the itinerant justices and the sheriffs.'" 
In January, 1200, John and Philip Augustus mot and 
made a treaty of peace. By it the king of England 
promised 20,000 marks as a relief for his lands in France." 
To raise the money to meet this promise, an auxilium was 
taken throughout England under the name of a caru- 

*• "De tsitlagjo facto per Ricardum Mdcbisse et socios suos; idem 
vicecomes r c de . . . taillagiis honiinum et vUlarutn quorum nomina 
aimotHiitur in rotulo que presdicti (Justices) liberaverunt in the- 
sauro" (ibid., York, m. 8 d); the shfrlff accounts for a total of 
£i 16b 8d charged against twelve men, who are named (ibid., Kent, 
m. IS). 

"> Ibid., 1 John, War. and Leic, m. IS d; ^ John, WeBtm., m. 3 d. _ 

ttlbid.. i John, Hants. 

»i Pipe Roll, 1 John, Glouc, m. 3 d. 

•8 Ibid., Wigorn., m. 6 d. 

s*J6id., Dors, and Soniers., in. IT d. 

'0 "Promissa abbatura et priorum facta regl per pnedEctos" (i.». 
Henry, Arehdeaeon of Stafford, William de Falesia, and their com- 
panions) (ibid., Glouc., m. 3 d). These were the itinerant justices. 

" Rymer, Ftedera, etc, ed. 1816, I, 80; Hov.. IV, 107; Cogg., p. lOlj 
Aimalei Prioratui de Dututaplia, cd. I.uard, Rolls Scries, p. lit 
the last three sources iay that the amount was 30,000 marks. 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY HI 



I 



CftgCj" ft tax of three shillings on. each ploughland under 
cultivation," 

Haw strict an assessment was made cannot be stated. 
One item suggests that it was searching. The men of 
Ketstevea and Holland in Lincolnshire paid £100 that 
the carucage be taken from them as in the past, viz., 
"5 carrucae contra 2 carrucas de Lindeseia."" The exche- 
quer did not insist on an assessment, but allowed men to 
compound for the tax, all of whom, as the notices of com- 
position show, were of the clergy. The abbot of Fumess 
gave £100 for the renewal of his charters and in order 
to be quit of the aid of the carucage." The abbot of 
-Sij^Albans paid 310 marks for his charters and for 
exemption from the carucage." Perhaps the churchmen 
usually compounded ; the annals of St. Edmunds say that 
the carucage was not allowed on religious houses, but that 



I "Bo(, Obi., pp. 45, iS; Walter of Coventry, ilemorialt, ed. Stubbs, 
Rolls Series, II, 158; Hov, IV, 107; "de unlvcrsitate Anglie" 
(Madox, I, too, n. z); "per totun Anglism" (Liebennann, 
DngedTUckt» A»glo-lfoTma»niieh* OtfehiehU-qvelCtn, Annalet S. 
Bdmmtdi, p. 130). 

'■ Cogg., ibid. Hov., ibid. Dunst., ibid. Some of the documents 
catalogued as Laj' Subsidies at the Record Offlee record an assess- 
ment of a carucage levied at three shillings. This asseasment may 
refer to the levy of 1300, for the rate is the some. It maf, however, 
Klate to the tax of 1198. for that was flret to be taken at three 
shillings and the king later took two shiUIngs more. This assessment 
was probably based on the land, for the fractional parts which 
appear are not easily explainable on the theory that it was based 
on the team! quarta pars unius car'; octava pars unius ear'; sexta 
pars unius car'; tercia pars nnius ear" (Lay Subsidies, Bundle 943, 
no. U3). Sometimes, however, the oxen are mentioned: "apud 
Weslone vlii ear" et qulnque boves"; "iili carr' et duos bovea" (ibid.. 
Bundle 73, No. la). This carucage Included the lands of priors, 
'abbots, bishops. Templars, and churches: de clemoslna abbatis Croll; 
de feodo cpiscopi Lincoln' xxix ear', de terra eccleaiee i car"; etc. 

tt Madox, I, 401, n. «. 

toRot. Obi., p. i5. 

'*Rol. Obi, p. U; MadoK. I, 400, n, s; 401, n. d. 
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the king took large sums from the bishops, abbots, and 
other clergy." 

The tax mot with opposition. The archbishop of York 
refused to allow his lands to be assessed. His refusal 
availed nothing, for the king disseized him.'* The Cister- 
cians, who had a general immunity from taxation, would 
not pay a fine for the carucage without the consent of 
their order. The king at first deprived them of the pro- 
tection of the courts, but was finally reconciled with 
them." The tax was collected by special officials.*" 
There is no statement about the machinery of assessment 
other than this and nothing about the method of assess- 
ment. We are not told how much the tax yielded; one 
writer states that after John returned to France in April, 
he paid his debt to Philip." As the money could not have 
been collected at that time, the king must have made up 
the sum in other ways. 

War between the Lusignans and John broke out in 
March, 1201. Writs ivere issued summoning the host to 
meet at Portsmouth on May 13 for an expedition to 
Normandy.'" When the force assembled, many were 
allowed to remain at home;" with the rest, which included 
most of the greater barons, the king crossed."' Besides 

" Licberroann, p. 139. 

"Hov., IV, 140. 

"Cogg., pp. 103-110. 

80 "servlentes regis" (Hov., IV, 140); "Willelmus de WroUmm et 
sodi Gui, receptores carrucagii" (Bot. Cant:,, p. 93). 

" Cogg., p. 103. The king received some of it in August, 1200 
(RoluK Normannia:, wl. Hardy, Record Com., p. 28). In September, 
1900, he received 9,000in from the English treasury, not necessarily 
from the carucage (ibid., p. 36). 

»»Diceto. II, 173; Hoy., IV, 160. 

w Hov.. IV, 163. 

"* "Puis s'en revint ea Normendie, li reis o tot sa baronie" (Hu- 
toire dt Ouillaume Is Mar^chal, ed. Paul Meyer, 1. 1200S), If the 
account of the seutage glvea in the Pipe Roll is at all complete, just 
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the tenants, the army included mercenaries.** This 
expedition was the occasion of the second scutage of the 
reign, although there seems to have been no fighting after 
John arrived in France.*' It was accompanied by many 
fines ne transfretet, which till 1209 were characteristic 
of John's scutages. The tax was determined on and col- 
lection was begun before the departure of the army and 
not at the close of the campaign. The chroniclers state 
that when the barons met at Portsmouth, the king took 
from some of them the money which they would spend in 
his service and allowed them to return home." Fines 
were assessed and the right to collect scutage from rear- 
vassals was granted by the king to tenants in chief before 
the host gathered, hence the scutage must have been 
already put in charge as the rate was known. Some 
tenants compounded for their service, half to be paid on 
the king*s departure and half at a later date."* The sheriff 
of Somersetshire was to collect the scutage on all the 
fees of Fulk Painel and have it at Portsmouth on May 6 
with the writ." 

about half of the feudal service of England was r^presenUd in the 
bast. The number of fees which compounded is not over 3,350. 

»5 "Et (rej) prvmisit in Normanniam ViUelmuni MarescaUum . . , 
cum centtun militibus soldarijs et Ro^rum de Losci, . . , cum alils 
eentuiQ militlbus, ad reprlmendum impetum inimicorum suorum in 
flnibus Normannise. Et rex tradidit Huberto de Burgx> . . . centum 
mltites, et constituit eum eustodem flnium Anglic et Valllc" (Hov., 
abore) { "et quater viginti libras et xlti libras et v solidos ad libera- 
tionem Lupilionis et aliorum balistormn noslrorum qui transfretant 
Dobiscum" (Rottili d» LibtraU ae d* ititii, ed. Hardy, Record Com., 
p. 14). 

■oHov., IV, 161, 164; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 81; Adams, 
Politieal Hitlory of England. 1060-1X16, p. 398. 

s'Cov, 11, 19*! Hov., IV, 163. 

" Rot. Obi., pp. 12T, 1S4, 13i, 136, 13T. 

"> Ibid., p. 131. This was a fine. On June 10. the king pardoned 

Thomas de Burgh, a resr^vassal, his scutage and wrote to Geoffrey 

' Flti Peter as follows: "et si quid de feodis ipsiua Thomte captuio 
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The account follows: 



Scutage at 2 marks 



Clerical tenants . 
Thirty-six lay tenants 

more feea)*° 
Lay tenants (each fewer 

etc.)*' 
Total 



(each S or 
than S fees, 



8702 9 4, 



(each 6 or 



1401 
4589 



8497 2 
5821 10 



Fees 
272 



Clerical tenants 
Fifty-seven lay tenants 

more fees)*' 
Other lay tenants (each 

S fees, etc.)' 
Total 

Sergeants, thegns, drengs, etc. 
Additional^' 
Total levied" 
Paid, 8 John 
Paid, 4 John 
Fees, taxed, not over 8200. 

Tenants who performed their service were acquitted 
of scutage. William Earl Marshal, Warren Fitz Ceroid, 
and Robert de Tateshal were in France on the king's 

fuerit dc scutagio suo" (Bot. Lib., p. 15). Hence scutage tauat have 
been put in charge at this time. 

vo Almost bU are tenants in chief. 

91 Of this sum, 3T5m are on honors In hand and 13Tm on detached 
fees of great barons, leaving about 392m on tenants in chief. 

s» Of these, 9* are tenants on honors In hand and are charged with 
STfim fine on 169 tees, leating 33 tenants in chief charged with l,3S3m 
on 450 fees. 

" Of this svm, 997n) are charged on 936 fees on honors in hand. 

*< Number of fees unknown. One man charged with 90m is entered 
in the Fine Roll and not in the Pipe Boll. 

»» Of the total fine, ISTm ere charged on 43 fees which are entered 
in the Fine Roll and not In the Pipe Roll. 
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service in May;"* Robert de Tumham and the earl of 
Chester were there in September;"' Eustace de Vescj, the 
earl of Albemarle, the constable of Chester, Adam de 
Novo Mercato (four fees of the honor of Tickhill), Roger 
de Valtort, the earl of Winchester, and Robert de Cardi- 
gan were probably in France, for they received loans 
made by the king ultra mare.^* All these received writs 
of quittance of their scutage.'" 

About half of the clergy paid scutage. Several of 
the chief laymen of the kingdom were also charged with 
it: Hervey Bagot, 60 fees; Ralph de Sumery, 50 fees;'"" 
the earl of Clare, about 140 fees ;'°' Walter de Lacy, 5lH 
fees;"" earl Aubrey de Ver, 30Vs fees;"" Richard de 
Munfichet, 32 fees;'"* Henry de Nonant, 5654H fees;'"* 

•• Eynier, Fadtm, I, 83. 
»f Bot. Liu. Pat., p. la, 

»»"De prestltls fadis a rcge ultra mare"; the names and sutns 
follow IBot. Cane., pp. 89, 9t, 309-303). Robert de Muscamp also 
Kceires a loan ultra mart; he held 4 fees in Northumberland for 
yibleb be baa this year a writ of quittance {ibid., p. 6S) ; but he paid 
tOm line for his crossing in Notts, and Derby (ibid., p. 318). In no 
other year is be entered in Notts, and Derby. 

»» Such a tenant may pay part of his scutage either on a detached 
fee, or because the sheriff had not received notice concerning the 
L wnt of quittance ; such payments are, however, too small to show that 
■ tbcre was a general levy on the rear-vassals, t.g. the earl of Albe- 
r marie paid fim in War. and Leic and I6d in Norf. and Suff. {Bot, 
Cane., pp. 13, 339). None of the other barons mentioned in the text 
paid anything. When tlie tenant Is apparently performing bis ser- 
vice, but Ims neglected to secure his writ of quittance, be is charged 
with scutage in tlie roll, but he does not necessarily pay anything. 
and later when he secures the writ his debt is crossed off; Robert 
Pltx Walter and Williani Malet are both charged with scutage, but 
no payment is made. A note is added "sed postca habuit quietandam 
per breve" (ibid., p. 163) ; Hamo de Valaignes (ibid., p. 87). 
»w> Ibid., pp. 50, fil. 
>«' It»d., p. 338. 
>J/6W., p. 110. 
'"Ibid., p. 189. 

'* Ibid. The old enfeoffment was 47i^ fees and the servitium 
l^ebitam W fees (Rtd Book, I, 351). Why he pays on 33 fees, 1 do 

87 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



Robert de Albini, 25 fees.'"* Thus the great barons were 
liable for scutage, for these sums were not merely charged, 
but were partly paid. 

Some tenants apparently performed part of their ser- 
vice and paid for the rest. This is probably the expla- 
nation of cases in which part of the scutage was paid and 
the rest pardoned. Thus half of the scutage of Earl 
Ferrers was pardoned.'"' Godfrey de Luvein owed 181m 
for the honor of Eye, of which he paid £67 10s and was 
pardoned the rest.""* Henry de Nonant owed 111m 8s lOd 
in Devon; he paid 21m lis lid and was pardoned the 
remainder.""* A case which seems to be of this kind comes 
from the honor of Gloucester. The custodian still owed 
six and a half mark^ on the five fees of Robert de 
Gouiz for which Robert was performing his service in 
Normandy."" 

Only a few of the great vassals fined for their service :'" 
Henry de Oilli, 97m on 32% fees;"* Simon de Beau- 
champ, 100m on 45^1^ fees;"* William de Longchamp, 

not know. It ia not a miutake of the clerk, for in the roll of 1303, 
the same amount U repeated with partial payment; he makes a pay- 
ment of 11m In laoi in Norf. and Suff. (Rot. Catic., p. 339), but this 
is included in Uie charge of 64m (Pipe Roll, i John, Essex and 
Hert). 

los Rot. Caw., p. 26. 

ii)«/fe,U, p. 35S. 

loT Rot. Cane., p. 319 ; Pipe Roll, 4 John, Berks and War. and Leic. 

'•>* Pipe Roll, 4 John and 7 John, Norf. and Suff. 

lotRot. Cone., p. S6i Pipe Roll, 4 John, Deron. 

iio"de quibus (6:^^m) facil servidum in Normannia" (Rot. Cane, 
p, 57). Tlie otlier 314 marks were evidently paid, for In 4 John this 
fee paid 10 marks. 

HI It might be suggested that the fines would not normally be 
found in the Pipe Roll, but would only appear in the Fine Roll. 
This is not so. In 1201, some 400 tenants appear in the Fine Roll 
charged with fines for their military service; all but 30 of these are 
also in the Pipe Roll. 

"sKof. Cane, p. 279. 

in/6id., p. 354. 
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1 60in on 25 fees;"' Simon de Avranches, 60m on 21^ 

' fees;'"* the abbot of St, Augustine, 40m on 15 fees.'" 

I The earl of Devon fined in an unusual way: he allowed 

I the exchequer to collect scutage from all his fees whether 

r not they owed service to the king, thus paying 30m on 

15 fees qitoi recognoscit and 90m on 45 fees quos non 

recognoscit."^ For tenants holding five or more fees, 

the rate of the fine per fee (including scutage) was a little 

; than three marks. The extra sum over and above 

the scutage was neither an equivalent of the total service 

' of the holding, nor so burdensome that the tenant would 

I prefer to perform his service in the field, if he performed 

[ full service."* 

The lesser tenants (holding 385 fees) bore heavier fines. 

The average rate was nearly four marks per fee, or almost 

double what the scutage would have amounted to and in 

Bonie cases the rate was still higher. Simon de Kyme 

paid 10 marks on 2 fees;"* Walter de Bolebec, 30 marks 

I on 5 fees; and Richard de Umfravill, 50 marks on 2^^ 

I fees,'*" Most of these lesser tenants were not tenants in 

1 chief, but rear-vassals on honors in hand.'" This year 

I the tenant usually paid a lump sum as a fine and in 

I return performed no service for his fee and was allowed 

>< Ibid., p. 191 ; Rot. Obi., p. 133. 
19 Rot. Cane., p. S30, 
lilbid., p. 319; Rot. Obi, p. 198. 

I' Rot. Cane., p. SB, This formula Is used usually of ecclesiastical 
fees only. Fiilk Paiuel made a similar bargain: "Fulco Painel dat 
doniino regi sculugium viitc militum et aliorum militura ai plures 
de domino rege teneat in capite pro possngio auo et passagio prEEdic- 
torum mUitum" {Rot. Obi., p. 131). 

KB As we increase the average holding:, U>e rate ot the fine dimin- 
Ishes. On tenants holding 10 or more fees, the average rate of the 
flne is under 3 marks per fee. 
'"Rot. Cane, p. 193. 
"0 ibid,, p. 6*. 
"> See above, p. 36, note 93. 
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to collect scutagc from his vassals.''* But he might pay 
a fine for his crossing in addition to his scutuge.'" 
Abbots and priors paid fines, but not usually the bishops. 
The bishopric of Lincoln fined this year, but was vacant ;"* 
the bishop of Winchester paid a fine of 300 marks, but 
in return he also obtained certain rights enjoyed by his 
• predecessors.'" 

The account of the scutage of this year as given in 
the Pipe Roll does not suggest that the king collected 
a scutage from the sub-tenants of those tenants who per- 
formed their service,"* so that the scutage was not a 

i"B.ff. "Ntgellua de Luvetot debet L. marcas ne trnnsfrctet ct pro 
habendo scutagio suo de xv milltibus" (Rot. Cane., p. 318). 

lu "Walterus de ConneiUes r c de xii Ilbria de fine sua ne trans- 
fretet et de xii libriE de seuiagio euo" (ibid., p, 110}. An unusual 
sort of fine was one at a fixed rate per fee: "Henricus de OlUi t c de 
quater xx et xvii niareis de fine que fecit scilicet pro quolibet mllite 
que tenet de rege iii marcis" (ibid., p. 979). A tenant might pay o 
fine larger than hU scutage in order to be allowed to send a Bub- 
stitute; "Radulfus de Cruminwell dat vi marcas. Tenet feodum i 
niilitis. Si filius transfretat dabit nial iii marcas; sin autem vl 
marcaa" (Bat. Obi., p. 1S3). 

1" Rot. Cane, p. 98. 

i'«;6id., p. 911. 

12" See above, p. 36. Thus the total number of fees taxed is not 
over S^OO, leaving about 3,000 at least who ore not charged with a 
tax and who are represented by the lists of those who receive writs 
of quittance in each county. It may be observed that the great bulk 
of the scutage and fine are charged against certain men, vit., clerical 
tenants and lay tenants holding S or more fees who, we know, are 
either tenants In chief or tenants on honors in hand. Now the only 
part of the account where the sub-tenants of those tenants In rhief 
who have received writs of quittance might possibly be found is 
In the two groups of lay tenants holding fewer than 5 fees each and 
In the group headed "Additional." The total amount in these three 
groups which I have not Identified with honors in hand nill not 
exceed 85Sm. From Uiie would have to be deducted all the scutage 
levied on tenants in chief who hold fewer than S fees each and some 
silowance would have to be made for tenants on honors in hand who 
have not been Identified. The remainder would be far too small to 
represent anything like a general tax on the rear-vassuls of those 
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general tax, but retained its old form of the composition 
for service. Though this is true, yet in some cases the 
levy was collected by the sheriff, apparently from the 
rear-vassals. That official accounted for 11 ^^ marks of 
the scutage of the Earl Ferrers m Berks.'" The sheriff of 
Bucks accounted for £8 10s of the scutage of the earl 
of Clare, 3 marks for Henry de OUli, and 25s 4d for the 
count of Perche."' Some of these sums may have been 
paid to the sheriff by the tenant in chief; most of the 
amounts were small. In many cases, the sheriff did not 
collect from the sub-tenants. He took little, if any, from 
the rear-vassals of those tenants who served."' Often 
the charge against a tenant in one county was crossed 
off with the statement that payment was made in another 
county.'" All this seems to indicate that the royal official 

tenants in chief who have received writs of quittance. With this 
statement should be ccHnbined the evidence given above that the 
tenants who Eerved are exempt from a money payment and the further 
fact that the tenants who fined obtained the exemption of their 
whole fee from paying scutage to the king (see alK)ve. pp, 3T, 39). 
All this points to the conclusion that the king did not take a scutage 
from the rear^vossals while at tlie same time he obtained the whole 
serrice of the fee from the tenant In chief, either by a money fine 
or by a quota of knights. In other words the scutage was not a 
general tax. but was the composition for Bervice, though, as such, it 
might be replaced by the fine. 

lit Hoi. Cane, p. 963. 

'!»Ro(. Caac., p. 355; Henry de Oilli is quietus in War. and Leic.i 
the sheriff accounts for him for Ss lOd in Staff., for iia in Northamp.. 
for 6s ed <n Berks, for 3m in Bucks and Bedf., and Henry liimsclf 
Accounts fur 9Tin, his whole charge, in Oxfordshire {Rot, Cane, pp. 
14, SI, es, 263, 879, S55) i Fulk Painel, 5m on 1 fee "de quibua vice- 
coracs de Sumersete redidit ii marc, in Sumersate" (.ibid., p. 933) ; 
see other cases, pp. 939, 963-363, 339, S55. 

!!• Sec above, p. 37. 

xo-Calfridus de Pavellll delKt x Ii. et 1 palefridum; sed non debet 
summoneri quia respondit In Norhantesira" (Rol. Cane., p. 317, Notts. 
and Derby) ; Robert de Mara, Lucia de Mohun, Anselnius Biset, 
Nigel de Luvctot (ibid., pp. 44, 143, 290, 31S). He may be charged 
with scutage and the diarge written off with the statement that the 

41 
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deaU with the tenant in chief rather than with the sub- 
tenant. But the rear-vassal ultimately paid the scutage. 
Both the barons who fined and those who paid scutage 
obtained the right to collect the tax from their tenants, 
given them by the writ de scutagio habcndo.'" A further 
indication of the same thing is that tenants rendered their 
accounts in more than one county.'" This does not mean 
that the rear-vassal was responsible to the exchequer for 
the scutage. The debt to the king was not his debt, but 
his lord's and it was the lord's name that appeared regu- 
larly in the roll. When the sub-tenant is found charged 
with fine or scutage, it means probably that the honor 
was in hand and that the tenants were treated for the 
time as immediate vassals of the king.'" The rear-vassal 

tennni has a qiiitlance in another county: Willinm de Windsor, Rich- 
ard Fita Nigel, WHrren Fiti Gerold (ibid., pp. 309, 354). The fine 
of the earl of Devon lUiistrates the point thdt the sheriff ordinarily 
did not collect from the rear-vassals; he fined under the conditions 
that no acutnge wn9 to be demanded of him personalty, but that the 
king should take scutage from all his kniglits. "A Willelmo comite 
de Veriiun nullum scutagium requirendum est in allqua sumtna qui» 
flniiit cum rege pro licentia renianendi ut rex capiat de omnibus 
militibus suis scutagiuni suum quos tenet de rcge in capitc" (_ibid,, 
p. B03)i ef. Fulk Palnel, Rot. Obi, p. 131. The earl therefore paid 
on 15 fees of hla servitium debitum and on iS fees of new enfeoffment 
(ibid., p. 96). The fact that the sheriff collects from the sub-tenants 
seems to be unusual as well as the fact that the earl pays on the 
extra fees. This was not the first time that the earl had made such 
a payment (Red Book, 1, S6). 

^1' See above, notes 13^, 1S3. 1 have found no writ this year grant- 
ing a tenant in chief who pays only scntage the right to collect it 
from his vassals. That such was the case, however. Is shown by 
the fact that if a rear-va.s.sal was pardoned his scutage by the king, 
that amount was deducted from the scutage of his lord. Hiomos 
de Burgo holds 3'^ fees of both Aubrey de Vcr and of the abbot 
of St. Edmunds, both of whom pay scutage only this year; he is 
pardoned the lOm due (Hot. Lib., p. 15); and his lords likewise 
(Rot. Cone, pp. lea, 337). 

>'» See abc)ve, note 128. 

i»» TliuB the tenants on great honors Uke that of Gloucester appear 
In the roUi cf. the entry of Adam de Port's fee (Rot. Obi, p, liS){ 
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on an honor in hand should have paid the king what he 
paid his lord. If the tenant in chief had enfeoffed more 
knights than his servitium debitum, he collected from them 
all."* When the honor fell into the king's hand, the latter 
did likewise."* The rear-vassal was not responsible for 
the fine. The king granted liis lord permission to collect 
Ecutage only.'" From tenants on honors in hand, how- 
ever, John exacted fines which were larger than the 
ECutage, as though they were tenants in chief.'" 

The king could not at will collect from a tenant in chief 
from a larger number of fees than the tenant was accus- 
tomed to respond for. The law of the land was a pro* 
tection. Some dispute arose over the amount of service 
owed by Gerard de Canvill in Osfordshire; an inquest 



the knights of the honor of Walter de Dunstanvitl appear in the 
roll "de ftoibu.'i mllitum ne transfretcnt" (Rot. Cane, p. 833), but 
tbe honor was in hand: "de remanent! firmse terrarum Walteri de 
Dunestanvill' de anno prasterito" (ibid., p. 234). There are excep- 
tions to this, e.g. the tenants of Sibilla de Fesnes (ibid., p. 109); 
but tvo cases show that such appearance was not the rule. William 
Luvcl was a tenant of the earl of Leicester; he ^ave £0m and a 
palfrey for his crossing and "pro habendis litteris domini regis depre- 
catoriis ad regem Franc' " (Rot. Obi., p. 144) ; he thus had some 
Speclai privilege to gain. His payment this year led to his being 
charged with scutage in ilOS, but it was crossed off because he held 
of the earl of Leicester (see below, p. 52, note 186). The following 
extract needs no comment: "Willelmus dc Lumrncye dat 3m qui 
nichil tenet de domino rege in capite et qui snmnionitus fuit ad truns- 
fretandum per sic quod dominus rex Don habeat malam voluntatcm 
erga ipsum eo quod non transfretet secum et faciat servlcium suum 
quod facere debet Mabilie de Soliis de qua tenet" (Hot. Obi., p. 13S} ; 
ef. William de Lond' (ibid,, p. 145). 

i»»Cftroii., Joe. de Brak., pp. 48-W. 

!>' The bishopric of Lincoln which was in hand paid on 109^^ fees 
instead of on 60 fees (Rot. CatK., p. 98). 

is^See above, p. 40, note 1S9; "et mandalum est Justic' quod eidem 
episcopo faciat habere scutagium suum de militibus suis, scilicet, 
de scuto. duas marcas" (Hot. Obi. pp. 156-157); the same as to 
John de Hastings and William de Muntcheney (ibid., p. 198). 

IS' See above, p. 36, notes M, 93. 
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was held in the county court by knights of the county 
who determined the amount of service as that of one fee 
only in that county."* What seems to be evidence that 
the exchequer was trying to obtain a more exact account 
of the number of fees held by each of the king's vassals 
is suggested by the frequent statement that "i tenet y 
feoda, sicut dicit," or "aicut vicecomes dicit.'"" There 
is no evidence as to how the scutage was put in charge. 
The fines were assessed partly at the meeting of the host 
and partly by special justices, perhaps the itinerant 
justices on their rounds."" Some of the fines were laid 
before the host met.'*' Some of the tenants in chief 
accounted for their scutage or fine at the exchequer or 
in camera, in person or by a representative; some paid 
it to the sheriff who rendered the account at the exche- 
quer.'" Some of the fines were this year brought to 
Portsmouth when the king sailed. 

191 '^on debet reaponilere niai ad feodum I militia sicut inqulsitum 
fult per milites comitatus" {Rot. Cane., p. 379). The total service 
of Gerard was sixteen fees. 

■"» "Rogerus de Sumeri dat domino regi c marcas pro transfreta- 
tione sua. Telict feoda L lailitum in capite et noD plus ut didt" 
(Rot. Obi., p. 146); "Comes de Clare vicecomes pro eo r c de xlii 
Ubris de scutaglo, scilleet, de ix fcodis et dimid' et quarta parte 
feodi i militis que pnedictus comes habet in Surreia sicut vicecomes 
dicit" (Rot. Cane, p. 32). 

ito Hov., IV, 160-161; "de scutagio mitltum ■ , ■ quorum nomina 
et debit a annotantur in rotulo que magister Radulfus de Stole e 
liberavit in thesauro e\ parte justic' de flnibus militum ne trans- 
frctcnt" (Rot. Caac, p. 233) ; "Cecilia eomitissa Herefordiw r C de xl 
mards per qaas finivit sicut recordatum est per Justiciarium pro 
habendo scutagio suo et pro passagio suo" (Madox, I, 6T6, d. y). 

I'l E.g. Fulk PaineU GIffard ^VTiiting (Bot. Obi., pp. 131, 13fl). 

HsTTie roU bas two sorts of entries: A (tenant) r c de y marcia; 
idem vicecomes r c de ; marcis de B (tenant). The difference seems 
to be intentional, for the first form may appear: A vicecomes pro 
eo r c etc. (Rot. Cane., p. 33), Again, the tenant may account and 
yet the payment be made at the exdiequer by the sheriff, but in 
that case, the roll sometimeB states the fact: Henry dc Oilli "r c etc.; 
in thesauro xiiii li. et vi aol. el ix den. per manum ricecomitis" (ibid., 
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Some Qotices of a tallage appear, but there was no 
general levy. The bishopric of Lincoln, in hand, was 
charged with £522 6s 2d of tallage.'" In Yorkshire, 
379ni 6s 6d of tallage were charged, 100 marks of which 
fell on the city of York, 60 marks on Scarborough, 15 
marks on Richmond, and the rest on persons."* The men 
who were charged with tallage held of the king; others 
were not liable.'*' The assessment was made by the 
itinerant justices.'" An aid of some sort was collected 
this year from the men of the Channel Islands, no matter 
of whom they held. It is of interest because of the way 
in which the assessment was made, viz., by four legal 
knights of the islands.'*' 

In 1201 a fortieth of revenues for one year was levied 
for the Holy Land.'" Churchmen paid it on their spir- 
itualities and temporalities by order of the popej each 
bishop had charge of the collection from the clergy of 
his diocese. The king granted a fortieth of the revenues 
of his demesne, his escheats, wardships, and lands in hand 
and he asked the earls, barons, knights, and freemen to 
contribute. The first three classes were to pay a fortieth 
of the annual value of each vill Leld by them in whole or 

p. STQ) i ef. the cases of the farl of Clare and Aubrey de Ver (ibid., 
pp. 163, 336). However, the tenant who la said b; the roll to acconnt 
for his scutage does not always do eo; see the cases of the e&rl of 
Devon and Fidk Paind (ibid., pp. 26, 207, 283; Rot. Obi., p. 131). 
As to payment in camera, see the bishop of Norwich (Ro(. Cone., p. 
338). The fines which were to be brought to Portsmouth when the 
king sailed would be paid in eamera (see above, note 141). 

1*" Rot. Cane. pp. B6-9T. 

i"Ibid., p. 397; other notices of a tallage, pp. 255, 33T. 

'•° "Rogerus de Schipton' c sol. de eodem [taillagio), sed non debent 
exi^ qnia per inquisidonem factam percepto justic' nichil tenet de 
rege" (ibid., p. 297). 

1" Ibid. 

"' Rot. Litl. Pat., p. 3h. 

'«Hov., IV, 187i Wend., Ill, IST; Rot. Lilt. Pat., p. Sa; Diceto, 
II, ISO; Cogg., pp. IIS-IIT. 
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in part, based on an estimate of what it would yield if 
farmed. The freemen were to pay a sum equal to the 
fortieth of the annutil rent owed to their lords. There 
was no assessment by the royal officials. Each man cal- 
culated the amount of his contribution. The sheriff 
appointed discreet and legal men to receive it. A roll 
was drawn up by the collectors, arranged by villa; it 
contained the names of the contributors and the amount 
paid by each. The royal demesne was enrolled separately. 
If anyone refused to pay, his name was reported to the 
king,"* Assessed and collected in this way, the tax could 
not have been very productive, but it should be noted as 
an experiment in taxation. The detailed account which 
was enrolled and the use of some local machinery of 
collection are of interest. 



The Taxation of 1202 

The occasion for new taxation was the war between 
John and Philip Augustus which had broken out again 
in the spring of 1202. No writ exists of a general sum- 
mons to the host, but in April the barons of the Cinque 
Ports were ordered to place their ships at the command 
of Hubert de Burgh, probably to bring forces from 
England,'"" and in May Flemish knights who held feoda 
of John were summoned to perform their ser^-ice.'" 
Others were summoned who were to receive wages."* Sev- 

'•bHov., IV, 18Et-lS9; the royal contribution is given in the Pipe 
Roll (WilUam Sail, etc., 11, 108, 113). 

ISO Rot. tut. Pat., p. 9b. 

m/bid.. p. lib, 

i"76i(i., p. JOh. 15a; Pipe Roll. 4 John, Suss., Wilts, m. 9d; pay- 
ment of mercFnaricK is bIso menlioiied in Rot. Norm., pp. 47, S3, S5. 
Ilie king was well prorided wilh money. He acknowledges the receipt 
of T,000m tram England on June 13 and on June IT is providing 
transport for treasure from England (ibid., pp, 49, 51); at the end 
of the month, he arknowledgcs the receipt of a,000m (Rot. Lilt. Pat., 
p, 13»). 
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«tb1 of the English barons were serving with the king: 
the earl of Albemarle and Robert de Tresgoz;"" Roger 
de Tony, WiUiam de Roches and the earl of Cheater;'" 
William Earl Marshal, William de Braose,'" William 
Briwerre, the earl of Salisbury, the carl of Leicester, the 
earl of Arundel, and Geoffrey de Say,"" It seems prob- 
able therefore that a general summons was issued. For 
this campaign a scutage was levied and in some counties 
there are notices of a tallage.'" 

The levy appears in the Michaelmas roll of 1202 and 
was partly paid when the roll wiis made up. The scutage 
was levied at two marks per fee, the rate which had now 
become usual. The account follows : 

Scutage at 2 marks. 

M s d 

Clerical tenants . . 829 5 1 
Seventeen lay tenants (each S or 

more fees) . . . , 489 8 8 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than 3 

fees, etc.)'" . 709 10 4f 

Total 2088 11 

i"Bol. Lttt. Pal., p. 13. 

»• Ibid., p. 6a. 

1S1 Ibid., p. 19a. 

1" Ibid., p. 19b. 

"T There are noticea of this in 8 rountles, amounting to about 
SOO marks. Sometimea the tallage Is mixed with amrreementa so 
that It U impossible to tell how much i\ amounted to. These sums 
tuivc Dot been included. Such composite accounts probably occur 
because the tallage was levied by the itinerant justices and was 
reported by them with the amcrcementsi e.g. "De am me rd amentia 
et taUlagiis maneriorum regis In Berchscira factis per Galfridum 
Uium Petri et RIcardum de Heriet et socios suos. Idem vicecomes 
T c de c li. et xvi d de prsedictis miseri<«rdils et taillagiis homlnum 
quorum nomina et debita et causie debitorum annolantur in rotulo 
que prasdicti llberaverunt in thesauro" (Pipe Roll, 4 John, Berks, 



Id). 

" lB7m a 



n honors in hand like Peverel, WsUingford, Lancas- 
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Clerical tenants .... 862 00 98 
Thirty-nine lay tenants {each 5 or 

more fees)'"' . . 1611 8 4 669 
Lay tenants (each fewer than fi feea, 

etc.)'" .... 1892 2 6 808 

Total 8865 5 10 970 

Sergeants ..... 202 S i 

Additional'"' . . . 122 18 

Total charged . . . . 6219 6 6 

Paid, 4 and 5 John 4418 1 9 
Fees taxed, not over 2100. 

The bulk of the scutage proper fell on the prelates and 
the greater lay tenants. The laymen holding more than 
20 fees and charged with scutage were: Simon de 
Avranches, 43m;'" Walter de Lacy, lOZV^m;'" Guido de 
Laval 20 fees;'" Willia.m Fitz Alan 27M; fees.'" A little 
more than half of the church fees paid the scutage proper. 
Tenants who performed their service in the field were 
eserapted from any payment. All the barons mentioned 
above had writs of quittance. In some cases the roll 
states that the tenant was exempt from scutage on account 
of service performed in person or by deputy.'"" 

ter, Tickhlll, Brittany, and Gloucester. B5m are on detached fees 
of great bnranics, not In haod. Iliis leaves not more than SOOm 
on leaser tenants in chief. 

>■> In this case, IT men holding IBS fees are charged with S6im 
fine who hold of honors in. hand, leaving 39 tenants in chief who 
arc charged with 1,053m on 381 fees. 

looin Uiis case, 97Tni are charged against 309 fees 00 honors In 

i»i Number ot fees unknown. 
'°3 Pipe Roll, 4 John, Kent, m. 15 d. 
10" Ibid., Hereford, m. 19 d. 
i«« Ibid., i John, York, m. B. 
i«s Ibid., Salop, m. 3 d. 

»•• Richard de Munflchet is quit "quia est In serviclo re^"; aJso 
Warren Fitx Ceroid and others {ibid., Essex and Herta, m. 19 d) ; 
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Only three of the clergy paid fines : the abbot of Sher- 

I bume, 20m on 2% fees ; the abbess of St. Edward, 60m on 

7 fees and the abbot of Michelney, 10m on 1 fee."" The 

tenants of the abbey of Hamsey and of the bishopric of 

Lincoln fined, but both honors were in hand."* Of the 

laymen, three greet lords fined: the carl of Warwick, 20m 

I and the scutagc on his 102H fees;"" Hervey Bagot, 20m 

and his seutage on 60 fees;"" and Robert de Cardinan, 

120m on 71 fees of the honor of Mortain.'" The average 

rate per fee for the larger holdings (five fees each) was 

about three marks (though the Sne was not reckoned at 

much per fee)."' The lesser tenants paid heavier 

fines, the average rate being over siK marks per fee. But 

I there was no fixed rate; William de Novo Mercato paid 

60m on 17^!^ fees;'" Robert de Muschans, 50m on 4 

fees."* Most of the fines were lump sums for service and 

I Bcutage. Sometimes the fine and seutage were separate; 

' the tenant paid his seutage and in addition a fine pro 

' pattagio, tie transfretet. The latter was apparently for 

his personal service and for the seutage of his demesne."* 

In such cases the fine was not large enough to represent 

the service of the whole holding. 

[an Fiti Italpli is quit "per militem que misit ultra (qbtc" (ibid,, 
j Norf. and Suff., m. 8 d). As he held 5 fees, he waa thus exempt 
from scut8|^ by perfomiing only part of his service. 

"f Ibid., E>ors. and Somers., m. 7 d. 

is/biU, Cant, and Hunt., m. 10 d, m. 20; Carl. Mon. dt Rameteia, 
I I, 397. 

'* Pipe Roll, War. and Lefc, m. 3 d. 

■1 Ibid., Staff. 

'I Ibid.. Corn., m. 13 d. These fees paid seutage at ^ the regular 
[ rale, so that the seutage would have been 88')im. 

'On tenants holding 10 or more fees each, the rate is about 
I ij^m per fee, the fine including seutage. 

rs Pipe Roll, 4 John, Dors, and Somers., m. T d. 

'* Ibid., Northumb., m. 14 d. 

'»Sce the cnrl of Warwick and Hervey Bagot above; "WiUelmui 
^ Alius Ricardi . . . r c de Ifira de scutagto . . . et de 5m de floe sua 

49 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



The king did not as a rule take scutage from the rear- 
vassnls while he obtained the whole service of the fief cither 
in money or kniglita from the tenant in chief, that is, tlie 
Bcutage was not a general tas levied in addition to service 
in the host, or a money equivalent.'" We may take first 
the case of the tenant who performed his service with the 
host. He obtained a writ of quittance which exempted 
from paying scutage to the exchequer not only his 
demesne but also the lands which he had enfeoffed. Thus 
his writ was entered in the roll in all counties where his 
lands lay,'" Some tenants, however, who were evidently 
performing service did not receive their writs of quittance 
till after the sheriff had rendered his account of the year 
at the exchequer and the roll had been drawn up. From 
some of these men part of their scutage was collected. 
Philip de Colombiers paid eight shillings out of twenty 
marks, then obtained his writ of quittance and the remain- 
der of the debt was cancelled."' Robert Fttz Payn paid 
one mark out of thirty and then was acquitted the balance. 
The earl of Devon paid six marks in Dorset and Somerset- 
shire and was acquitted the rest,'" In this last bailiwick, 
the rear-vassals paid the sheriff £20 18s before the writs 
of quittance of their lords arrived.'*" Yet it will be noticed 
that the amounts thus paid were small. Furthermore, 

pro passagio et pro scutagio de dom<nlco sua" (ibid,, Northamp., 
in. II d); Richard Foliot (ibicf.). 

1" It may be observed at the outset that only about 3,100 fees were 
tax^ this year. 

>" The earl of Leicester has quittance in ten bailiwicks. It should 
be remembered that rear-vassnls do not appear in the roll unless the 
honor is in hand. Consequently when the tenant in chief is thus 
returned as quit, none of his land pays scutage to the king. 

ITS "Philippus de Columbieres rcdexxm.de fcodis x milltum. In 
tbesauro nichil et Galfrido Alio Petri viii s. . , . et deliet xix marc, 
et V sol. et iiii den. Sed habet quietanciem per breve regis" (Pipe 
Roll, i John, m. T d). 

1" liiid., and ni. 18 d. 

iBo-Qf scutagiis milituin tenentium de pluribuB baronlbus quK 
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I they might be returned by the sheriff.'*' Other tenants 
I is the same circumstances paid nothing at all and later 
I when their writs of quittance were received, their debts 
i were cancelled in the roll.'^' The tenant who had not 
performed his service and paid a fine or scutage some- 
times paid part of it to the sheriff of the county contain- 
ing the head of his barony and part to the sheriffs of 
other counties where his land lay. This may mean that 
I .flometimes the royal official collected from the rear- 
I vaasals.'" In other cases, the tenant in chief accounted 
for his fine or scutage in one county and was entered as 
acquitted in the other counties where he held fees.'" The 
sheriff also reported fees in his bailiwick, but stated that 
the payment was made in other counties."" Occasionally 

capta fuerunt ontcquani brevia de quietantia Bculagiomtn baroniun 
Ulorum pervenirenl ad vicecomitem. Idem Ticeconies r c de jm U. 
et xiii sol. etc." It was all paid into the treasury {ibid,, m. 7 d). 

"i The earl of Devon had his six marks returned to him by the 

sheriff: "et comiti Witlelmo de Vernun Ilii U. pro iiii U. quas reeeplt 

(vicecomes) ab eo de tercio scutagio regis" (Pipe Roll, S John, m. IS). 

i2-<WiUelmus Alius Martini debet kxx marc, de Hne suo pro x 

I miUtibii9 et dim. Sed postea habuit quietanciam per breve Galfridl 

I fflit Petri" (ibid., i John. m. 7 d); Robert de Scceheville (ibid., 

on, m. 18 d)i John Fitz Hugh (ibid., Berks, m. 1 d). 

'Walter de Lacy owed 1031^ marks; he paid in 120S thirty 

I narks in Hereford, two marks in Berks, £13 7s 7d in Gloucestershire 

"quos vicecomes potuit invenire in hoc comitato," was charged with 

five marks In Oxfordshire and the sheriff of Salop aeeounted (or 

I SO marks on 10 fees of Walter "in hoc comitatu sicut vicecomes 

[ dldt," of which 10 marks were paid in 1S03 (Pipe Roll, 4 Joiin); 

: earl of Warwick, 4 marks in Northamptonshire, £4 7s 9d In 

I Gloucestershire on the fees "quos (vicecomes) potuit lnvenire"i 8 

I marks in Berks; lOi^ marks m Rutland; the whole sum due from 

s barony was char)^ed in War. and Leie. (Ibid.). 

is< Guido de Laval was chargi:d with 40 marks in Yorkshire and 

as quit in Line, Oxford, and Surrey; the archbishop of York, with 

I 40 marks in Yorkshire and quit in Oxford; William de Novo Mercalo, 

D marks fine in Dors, and Somerset and quit in Gloucester (Pipe 

[ Roll, 4 John) ; see William de Reimes, Geoffrey Fib; Geoffrey, and 

I John de Venecia (ibid., Norf. and Suff.. m. B d). 

" "Henrlcus de Talden debet etc. Et del>ent requirl in honore 

SI 
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tlie exchequer seemed to recognize that it could not legally 
collect from the rear-vassal. William Luvel owed two 
marks on one fee, but the amount was cancelled because 
he held of the earl of Leicester and not of the king."° 
Milo de Buteford owed four marks on one fee, but the 
following year the charge was crossed off because he held 
of William Briwerre wlio had a writ of quittance.'" That 
scutage fell back on the rear-vassal is shown by three 
facts: the king sometimes collected from him, tenants in 
chief were entered in the roll in the different counties in 
which they held lands, and if rear-vassals were pardoned 
their scutage, their lords were also pardoned an equal 
amount."" When a fee fell into the king's hand, scutages 
and fines were collected from all the knights enfeoffed. 
The abbot of Ramsey owed the service of four knights, 
but in 1202, when the abbey was vacant, it paid eight 
marks of scutage and forty-five marks of fines.'" The 
bishopric of Lincoln was also vacant at that time. It 



de WalUngr slcut vicecomes didt" (ibid., Gloac, m. 13). Cf. the 
case oi the fee of Oliver de Trscj which owed 66 marks of scutage 
(ibid,, Devon, m. IS d) ; "aed amodo requiri a Willelmo de Bralosa 
qui habet feoda milituiu lUorum per concordioni factom inter Ipsum 
Willelmum et Oliverum per regem" (ibid., 5 John, Devon). Evidently 
the sheriff had not collected from the rear-vassals. 

ia« "Willehnus Luvel debet ii nisrcas pro i feodo. Sed non debet 
summonerl quia recordatum est quod non tenet feodum illud de rege 
sed de comile I-eircestrie" (ibiJ., 1 John, Oxt., m. 15). 

1ST Milo de Buteford, 4ni on 1 fee (ibid., Devon, m. 18 d); "aed 
Witlelinus Briwerre habet qvietonciam de quo - . . Milo tenet feodum 
(illud) (i6W..S John, Devon). 

1" Ste}AeD de Longchamp held I fee of Walter de Lacy, was 
pardoned the scutage or this fee and the amount was deducted from 
Walter's debt to the exchequer (ibid., 4 John, Heref., m. 19 d)i 
Alfred of Lineoln held fi fees of the abbot of Glastonbury, was 
acquilled the scutage due from them and the sum was accordingly 
deducted from the abbot's scutage (ibid., m. 7 d). Bach of these 
tenants in chief paid scutage this year only, and these extracts show 
that they were allowed to collect scutage from their vassals. 

i» Ibid., 4 J<rfm, Cut. and Htmt., m. 10 d. 
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owed the service of sixty knights, but it paid £189 19s of 
fines on 102^ fees."" The method of accounting shows 
no change. The fines were assessed by special officials, 
perhaps the itinerant justices.'"' The king could not at 
will increase the number of fees on which a tenant paid 
scutage; the tenant clung to his previous assessment and 
the law upheld him,'"^ 

The Taxation of 1203 

The following year, the war in France continued,'" 
No copy of a summons to the English tenants for a cam- 
paign at this time exists, but in March the Flemish 
knights who held feoda of John were summoned to meet 
at Easter.'** One can collect from the Patent Roll a fair 
list of great English barons who were in France this year, 
In June, the king wrote of the service which the barons 
were performing.'" At Easter, English barons were 

i>o **de flnilius In militum . . . quoa episcopus debet regj et de xlli 
militibus et dim. quoa habet In dominico" (Pipe Roll, 4 John, m. 20) 

iBi "Radulfus Alius Main* t c de x marcis pro i feodo sicut con- 
Unetur in breve jusUc' quod est in forulo marescalli" (ibid., 
Northurab., m. II d); "postea reeordalum fult per justie' quod non 



.IB). 

de xxii militibus cl dim, 

per breve regis. Sed de 

feodis militum et uniua 

ipsius testatnr" (ibid. 



finivit nisi per tres marcas" (ibid., Oxf. 

i»i"WiUeImus Malet babet quleti 
el duabus terciis et i quarts ct I 
his non delwt respondere regi nisi dc 
militia et dim. et duabus quintis sicut 
4 John, Dors, and Somers., m. 7 d). In 1166, this fee eontalned 
93%^^!^ 'e«s of tbe old enfeoffment and l^^ fees of the new 
enfeoffment in Somerset and i^ fee in Kent (Red Book, 1, S9I-228), 

•"John remained in France through the winter of 1909-1803 to 
carry on the war. Id December he received 3,000in from England 
and tn January, 1903, 1,000m {Rot. Norm., pp. C5, 79). There are 
several notices of mercenaries (ibid., pp. 69, TO, 75, 77). 

»• Rol. Lilt. Pat., p. S6b. 

tss "ipse Thomas nobis faciet servicium sunm de baronia sua sicut 
alii barones nobis faciunt . . . ct milites ipsius Thomae distringatls 
que d serriclB sua fadant" (Rot. Lib., p. M). 
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compelled to remain in the king's service; there were 
rumors that some were plotting to abandon him,'" though 
one might be disseized for failure to be in the king's 
service."" Finally, only a little over 2,000 fees were 
taxed; the rest were excused probably on account of 
service. AJ] these facts indicate that a general summons 
was issued. The king's desire to have more men in his 
army than were furnished him by his English tenants is 
shown by his summons to Flemish knights and by his 
pardoning debts to men who in return were to supply 
him with knights."" 

The taxation for the year consisted of a scutage at 
two marks per fee, accompanied by fines pro passagio, 
a tallage in some counties, contributions called dona from 
religious houses, and later in the year, wliat was really 
a tax, but took the form of a fine for military service, a 
seventh of personal property. The scutage was probably 
put in charge in the spring of 1203. The account appears 
in the Michaelmas roll of this year; an entry dated 
September 19 refers to it as in process of collection;'" 
on May 19, there is reference to its collection on the lands 
of William of Albini.""* 

The account follows :^°' 

iii*Bi>t. Lilt. Pat., p. S9at Rol, Norn., ji. Sfl, 

101 "nude disseisitiia full eo quod non fuit in servido nostro in 
quo ipse modo est" (ifo(. Lib., p. 60); "Rsdulfus de Bolebec debet 
XX marcas et i palefridutu ut sit quietus de concelatlone servilii 
qusrtie portis teodi i militis unde retnlus fuit" (Pipe Roll, 5 John, 
York, m. 17). 

IBB "pro ista quietacione (of a debt) tcnebit prffidictus Radulphus 
(de Euperia) trea militea in servido nostro cum equis et arinis" for 
a stated period (Rol. Lilt. Fat., p. 32b) ; Thomas de Arcy (Bot. Lib., 
p. **). 

'•■"et si scutagium illud c-aplum tueril" (Rol. Lib., p. 64). 

""•Rot. Lib., p. 34. This is not the scutage of 1203, for which 
William had a writ of quittance. 

»»' The account for Norfolk and Suflfotk is In Pipe Roll, 10 John, 
m. 19. 
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Scutage at iiia 

M 9 d 

Clerical tenants .... 818 
Twenty-eight lay tenants (each 5 or 

more fees)'"^ . . . 986 7 2 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than 

6 fees, etc.)"" ■ - . 611 6 

Total 2415 12 2 



Fines 

Clerical tenants .... S76 3 4 
Thirty-seven lay tenants (each 6 or 

more fees)"* . . . 1466 8 10 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than 6 

fees, etc.)-"' . . . 1881 8 6 

Total 8924 7 4 

Sergeants 228 5 

Additional'"' . , . B8 12 

Grand total charged . . 6617 9 10 

Paid, B and 6 John 4748 6 11 
Fees taxed, about 2800. 



422 
1121 



Those who performed their service did not as a rule 
pay scutage, William Earl Marshal, and others were 
thus exempt,"^ Robert de Gouiz of the honor of Glouces- 
ter was charged with 10m on 5 fees, but was acquitted 

»o» Of these, 14 held 10 or more fees. 

«•• Of thU sum, T6ni are on detached fees of great barons and 
SOTm on honors in hand, leaving about 239m on tenants in chief. 

>o* Of this number, 16 tenants on honors in hand held 249 fees and 
were charged 580m, leaving 19 lay tenants in chief holding 314 fees 
charged nlth SSOm. 

"ii Of this sum, T93m are charged against 414 fees on hongrs in 
hand, leaving not over l,0S8m against S'OS fees of tenants in ciiief. 

!<" Number nf fees unknown. 

loi WUliam Enrj Marshal, Uie earls of Chester, Leicester, Albemarle, 
Sallsburj-, Robert Fiti Walter, Saher de Quincy, Geoffrey Fiti Peter, 
Fulk Puinel, Robert de Tresgoi, and Roger de Lacy were in France 

K 
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because of service m the field. ^"^ WilliAtn of Albini was 
in the army in France ; the sheriff had collected eight 
marks on his land in Oxfordshire. This sum the king 
ordered to be paid into the exchequer, but it was to be 
placed to the account of other debts, not scutage.'"' 
Exceptions however occurred. Hervey Bagot was charged 
with 120 marks,"" yet he was in the king's service in 
France."" Nicholas de Verdun who held one fee paid his 
Bcutage,'" though he was in the army,"* 

Not much scutage was charged against the greater lay 
tenants. Other men than Hervey Bagot (holding twenty 
fees or more) were Henry de la Pomeraie, 6354 marks, 
of which only Sj-j marks are recorded as paid;"* Aubrey 
de Ver, GOY* marks, all of which was paid ;"' and Henry 
de Oilli, 64m 8s lOd,"' Nearly all of the sum charged 
against clerical tenants was paid promptly. The remain- 
ing 610 odd marks of the scutage proper fell on some 
lesser tenants in chief, on detached holdings of great 
lords, on escheats, and on parts of baronies in hand.'" 
Some of these sums should be probably included in the 
main accounts of great lords, so that this amount is too 
large. In any case, it is much too small to represent a 

{Rot. Liu. Pat., pp. 90-S4; Roger of Wendocer, Fhrtt Biitoriarum, 
ed. Coxe, EngL Hist. Soc, III, 173) and all receive wriU of quitUnce 
In the Pipe Roll; Thomas de St. Valei7 was in France and had bis 
scutage (Madox, 1, 668, n. x). 

2ns "sfA facit servicium suum in Normumia" (Pipe Roll, 5 John, 
Glouc, m. 3 d). 

^o»Rot. Lib., p. 34; gee R-lao Thomas de St. Valery (Madox, I, 



, n. ^). 

loPipe Roll, 5 John, Staff. No payment wa 

11 William Sail Areh. Soe. Coll., Ill, 118. 

1* Pipe Roll, 5 John, Staff. 

IS William Sail, etc.. Ill, IIT. 

I* Pipe Roll, 5 John, Devon, m. S. 

^i Ibid., 5 and 11 John, Essex and Hert. 

I* Ibid., 5 John, Oxt., m. 15; ibid,, 6 John. 

IT See above, p. 55, note SU3. 

H 
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general payment by rear-vassals while the king was 
obtaining also scutage, tine, or service from the tenants 
in chief. 

As before, not many fines were levied on clerical tenants. 
Fifteen abbots and priors holding 93 fees paid fines — the 
chief being Abingdon, 80 marks on 30 fees ;"' Tavistock, 
40 marks on 16 fees;^'* Coventry, 26 marks on 10 
tees;'" Ramsey, in hand, 80 marks on i fees;'" St, 
Albans, 100 marks on 6 fees,"' The amounts were paid 
promptly, Worcester was the only bishopric which fined, 
128m 3s id on about 50 fees.'" The lay barons holding 
more than 20 fees who fined were: the earl of War- 
wick, 60 marks and his scutage on 1021^ fees;"' Doun 
Bardolf, 60 marks on 25 foes;'" Robert de Cardinan, 
120 marks on 71 fees, and Roger de Valtort, 100 marks 
on 60 fees."' It will be noticed from the table given 
above that the fines of vassals holding five fees or over 
were at a rate of less than three marks per fee,*" The 
fine therefore did not represent the whole service of the 
holding in addition to the scutage. The bulk of the fines 
in rate and amount fell on the small tenants. About half 
of these held of honors like Tickhill, Peverel, Gloucester, 
etc, which were in hand."" Usually the fine included the 

in Pipe Roll, S John, Berks, m. ♦. 

"»/6irf, Devon, m. 8. The service was either 11 or 16 fees. 

a" Ibid., War. and Leic, m. 3 d. 

^"Ibid., Cant, and Hunt., m. 1. 

"» Ibid., Essex and Hert., m. 10 d. 

»sThe original service was 60 fees (Round, Fmdal England, 
p. 850). 

"' Pipe Roll, S John, War. and Leic, m. 3 d. 

**» Ibid., Notts, and Derby, m. 13 d. 

"■ Ibid., Cornw., tn. 6 d. These held of the honor of Mortain 
whieh always paid scutage at five-eighths the ordinary rate. 

'"The seutsge on these holdings is included j fees on the honor 
of Mortain are not Included, 

='» See above, p. S5, notes 904, 206. 
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Bcuiage, but there were some cases in which they were 
separate,"* 

As noted in previous years, barons who received writs 
of quittance were entered as exempt in all counties where 
they held fees and therefore all their land, not their 
demesne only, was exempt from scutage. Thus Warren 
Fitz Ceroid was quit in nine counties and the earl of 
Leicester in eleven. Sometimes, however, the sherifT col- 
lected part of the scutage for the exchequer, apparently 
taking it from the rear-vassal. Robert Marmiun was 
exempt, but paid a mark in Northamptonshire; Gilbert 
Peke also, but the sheriff collected one mark on his fee 
in Berks ; that official took eight marks from the fees 
of William of Albini in Oxfordshire before the writ of 
quittance was received.'^" The number of fees taxed 
indicates that this was not a common practice and the 
sums taken in most cases were small. It was illegal to 
collect from such men, and the sums could be and were 
recovered by the tenant."' In those baronies which paid 
scutage or fine, the sheriff sometimes seems to have col- 
lected from the sub-tenants. The earl of Warwick had 

"» E.g. OS above, the earl of Warwick. 

fBot. LU>., p. Si; see Thomas de St. Valery (Madox. I, 66S, 
n. «). 

:» In the account of allowances and payments made by the sheriff 
is the item: "et Hiigoni de Ferrariis Ixxvi sol. et i den. pro scutagio 
ntilitum suorum capta in hoc comitatu" (Pipe HoU, 5 John, Wig., 
tn. 1 d}. This may refer to the scutage of 190S, but the point holds 
good, for he had writs of quittance both in IS03 and 1S03. The 
8ni collected from William of Alliany are not returned to him, but 
they are placed to his credit at tlie exchequer for other debts, not 
sculnge (Rot. Lib., p. 34). "William de Braose was in France [Rol. 
Lill. Pat., pp. SI, 36, 3ib) and was charged with S6m of scutage 
on the honor of Berdestaple, fifiin on the honor of Torrington, and 
S6m on the honor of Olii-er de Tracy; of this sum £33 ISs lil were 
paid and the rest pardoned (Pipe Roll, 5 John, Devon, m. 6 d). 
Thus he seems to have performed his service end paid part of his 
scutnge, but as the amount paid was credited to William in ntiothcr 
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his whole account entered in the counties of Warwick 
and Leicester where part is entered as paid; part was 
also paid in three other counties."^ Yet that this was 
not a general practice is shown by the fact that the 
tenant in chief might account for the whole sum due from 
him in one county and be acquitted in the other counties 
where his fees lay.°" The law seems to have upheld the 
rear-vassal who refused to pay the scutage to the sheriff. 
In several cases a tenant protested that he was not an 
immediate vassal of the king and hence owed him no 
scutage. An inquest was held which showed that his con- 
tention was true, that he did not hold of the king in 
chief, and consequently the demand for scutage was 
remitted, "• 

debt, be really paid no scutage: 'et in perdonls ipsi Willelmo xxxiii 
li. et XT sol. et i den. per breve regis quia denarios illos reddidit de 
scutagio preedicto de quo habuit quietantiam" (Pipe Roll, 5 John, 
Heref., m. * d). 

"2 In Glouc £4 Te Sd; in Berks, 6ni and in Northomp., 4^m 
(Pipe Roll, 5 John). 

2SS Thus Baldwin Wak accounts for 20ni for his whole barony 
in Line, and is acquitted in Rutl. and War. and Leic; Kerrey 
Bagot ISOm in Staff., pays 9s In Berks through the sheriff and is 
quit in War. and Leic, and Oxf.; Doun Bardoif 60tu fine on 35 fees 
in Notts, and Derby and quit in War. and Leic.i Ralph Musard 
30m in Glouc. and quit in Bucks and Bedf., Berks, and War. and 
Leic, and Oxford; the bishop at Winchester l^Om in Hants and quit 
in Berks; Ellas Giffard 27ai on B fees in Glouc. and quit in Berks; 
all of the Pipe Roll, 5 John. 

^^•"Amaldus de Bosco debet xn marc, de feodis x tnilitimi, sed 
Don debet inde sununoneri per inqulsitioncm (nctam que non tenet 
de rege sed de couiite Leircestr' Wintonie" (ibid., 8 John, Glouc, 
in the account of the fourth scutage); the lord here had a writ of 
quittance. "Mllo dc Buteford debet iiii marc, de feadis ii militum, 
sed W. Briewerre habet quiclanclHin de quo prasdiotus M. tenet 
feoda per breve G. fllii Petri nee debet ulterius Miio inde summonerl 
Bed W. Briewerre de quo idem M. tenet feoda [ilia]" (I'fcirf., 5 Jolm, 
Devon, m, 6). "Scwal' filial Fulcherii debet i marcam (of the fourth 
scutage), sed non debet summonerl propter caiisam superius anno- 
tatam viz., per inquisitionem faetam que non tenet prxdictum feodum 
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The tenant in chief shifted the scutage onto the rear- 
vassal. In the roll the fine is said to have been paid for 
this privilege.'" If a rear-vassal was exempted from 
scutage bj the king, his lord was pardoned that amount.'" 
That the exchequer officials had tlie liability of the sub- 
tenant in mind is shown by the entry of the name of a 
tenant in cliief in the different counties in which he held 
fees, either when payments were made or when the tenant 
received a writ of quittance. The fines were not shifted 
to the rear-vassal. Tenants on honors in hand paid fines 
to the king as though they were tenants in chief."'' The 
exchequer desired to httve an exact account of all fees 
in each county, and information on this point was supplied 
by the sheriff.''" As usual some of the tenants in chief 
rendered their accounts directly at the exchequer,'^' 
though the sheriff responded for considerable sums. 

de reps led de comite de Waiewic'" (ibid., 8 Jcdm, m, 9, fourth 
scutage); In this case the lord owes fine and Bculage this j-ear. See 
also Ralph de Marci (ibid., T John, Bssex and Herts, m. 16); 
William Fits Geoffrey (ibid., 7 John, Notts, and Derby, m. 19 d) j 
Richard Engalne (ibid., 9 John, Northatnp., m. 13) j Geoffrey de la 
Hose (ibid., 9 John, Berks, m. 18 d) j all in the accounts of the 
fourth scutage of these years. 

211 "Episcopus Wigom' r c de quater xx li, et xliii sol. et iiii den. 
dc fine suo ne transfrctct et pro habendo scutagio suo" (Pipe Roll, 
S John, Wig., m. 4 d). 

s>" The abbess of Godestow was pardoned her scutage on half a 
fee held of Geoffrey de Chsusl and he also was pardoned that amount 
(ibid., Berks, m. 4) ; the king held 3 fees of the bishop of Worcester 
who was therefore pardoned the scutage on them; William Marshal 
was pardoned 30s scutage on fees held of the same bishop and the 
latter was likewise exempt (ibid., Wig., m. i d). 

^" E.g. in the honor of Gloucester (ibid., ra. 3 d). 

3»s David earl of Huntingdon 8m of scutage "sicut yicecomes dicit 
scilicet de iiii feodis" (ibid., m. 3 d). This is also shown by the entry 
of men in counties other than where the heads of their baronies lie. 

'" Simon Basset and Richard de Vemun account for 10m on 3 
fees: "in thesauro v marc, per mnnum pnedicti Simonis" (ibid., 
Notts, and Derby, m. 13 d), 
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f Part at least of the fines were assessed bj special 
justices,'" 

Notices of the tallage appear in thirteen counties. It 
was assessed by the itinerant justices"' and was collected 
by the sheriff. Sums were charged against persons, 
Tills, and towns. Towns often assumed the work of 
repartition."' 

The contributions from religious houses in 1208 were 
usually called dona. In Dorset, the title was "De auxilio 
abbatum et p riorum." These dona were round sums 
exacted arbitrarily. The list of contributors included 
houses which held by military tenure and those which did 
not. In the first case the donum sometimes acquitted the 
tenant from paying scutage; sometimes another payment 
was made for the military service due,'*" Part of the 
money was collected by the sheriff,'*' though some houses 
responded to the exchequer by their own representa- 



10 "qui finis intravit per os justiciar'" (ihid.. Line, m. 9). 

>" In Gloucestershire, the tallage was laid by Simon de Pateshull, 
William de Cnntelu and Henry de Northampton (ibid., Glouc, m. 
i)j in the county of Northampton is the following title: "De ammer- 
ciamentis prr S. de Pateshull et socios suos; idem vicecomes r c de 
C et (juater zx el Ix 11. et xi so), et vii den. de misericordiis et tal- 
lagiis hominum et villarum quorum nontina et debita et causce debi- 
toruni annotnntur in rotulo que prtedicti liberavenint In thesauro" 
(ibid., m. 14 d). These men seem to be the itinerant justices. 

"^ "Ci vitas Ebor' r c de D marc, de taitlagio; In thesauro xv 11. et 
episcopo Nom-li xxx II. . . . et debet civltas" 43Si^ marks (ibid., 
York, m. IT). The tallage of these thirteen counties amounted to 
shout £I,£00, but this sum Is incomplete for these bailiwicks, as It 
does not include sums in which the tallage was mixed with 
amercements. 

"' Abbot of Evesham "r e de xl mB,rci3 de dono et pro habcndo 
scutagio suo" (Wigorn.); the abbot of Abingdon 40m donum and 
BOm fine on 30 fees (Berks); the abbey of Ramsey, in hand, 40m 
de dono and 30m fine on 4 fees (Cant, and Hunt.). These are from 
the Pipe RoU of S John, m. 1, t, 4 d. 
I "Idem vicecomes r c," etc. 

Bl 
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live."' Seventy- three houses scattered over twenty-six 
counties contributed 1,577 marks. 

Another levy of importance was the seventh of personal 
property. According to the chroniclers, this tax was 
taken on the pretext that the barons had deserted him 
after the return of John to England in December, 
1203.'" That there was disaffection was evident in 
the spring."' During the year some of the tenants had 
withdrawn from John's service, but they were disseized 
and in November returned to their allegiance, receiving 
their lands again.^** The seventh was not levied however 
at the end of the year, but at the beginning of the summer 
of 1208.'" If at first it was a fine for default of service, 
it was apparently extended, when the levy was once begun, 
to all the tenants Jn chief «nd to the clergy as well,"" We 
do not know whether property was actually assessed. 
The donum already discussed may be the exaction from 
the clergy which is spoken of by the chroniclers. If so, 
no assessment of property was made, but lump sums were 
demanded under the name of an aid,"' The collection 

»*■ The donum of the abbot of Westminster was paid in camera 
at Rouen, probably by the agent of the ablwl (ibid., 6 John, Lond. 
and Mldd., m. 9). 

"sWend^ III, 173; Cogg., p. 144; Liebermann, Ann. 8. Bdm., 
p. lis, Wendover Is the one who says that tlie king pretended it 
was on account of desertion. 

"> Rot. Litt. Pal,, p. B9a. 

»*8 Ho(. Lib., pp. 73, 74, For other esses of withdrawal from the 
king's service, see Rot. Norm.., pp. 9B, 93. 

>" "Rex etc^ Galfrido filio Petri salutem. Mandamus vobis quod 
faciatis haliere comlli Albemarl' septimam denarionim de terra sua. 
Teste me ipso apud Aurivall,' xviii die Junii" (_Rot. Lib,, p. 43); 
"Sdatis quod quietavimus dilectum et (ideleni nostrum W. Mnresc' 
comitcm de Penbroc de septena de domioico suo; et ideo vobis man- 
damus quod eum inde quietum esse faciatis. Teste me ipso apud 
Roth', X die Julii" {ibid,, p. 47). 

"^Thus William Earl Marahnl who did not desert the king had 
to get a special writ of exemption; Wend., above. 

i«i An item In the Pipe Roll Huggesta that an aaseBsment was 
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the clergy was in charge of the archbishop of 

' Canterbury, and from laymen, of the justiciar.*" Refusal 

to pay was punishable by fine, payment of which might 

be long deferred. °°" The account of the levy is not in the 

Pipe Roll. 

The tax is noteworthy for it shows that the attention 
of the government was directed more and more to the 
personal property of the kingdom as a source of revenue. 
Another example of taxation of this character is worth 
notice. In the Channel Islands, a fifth of revenues of one 
year was to be collected on the lands of bishops, abbots, 
' clerks, knights, rear-vassals, and others to support the 
. luiights and sergeants who were defending the islands.'*' 

The Taxation of 1204 



After a disastrous year in Normandy, John returned 
to England in December, 1203, for men and money to 
continue the struggle against Philip Augustus. °°* On 
^ January 2, 1204, the great council of lay and clerical 
tenants met at Oxford and the state of the king's affairs 
France was discussed. An expedition to be led by 
. John was proposed and the host was sunimoned to Ports- 
made. In the compotus of the lauds of William de Longchamp 
' rendered hy the custodiaii is the entry: "et in septima data regi per 
am TTs ad de dominico Ipslus WUIelmi" (Pipe Roll, 6 Jidin, 
■Wilts, m. IB d). 
'" Wend., above. 

> "Willelmua de Berton r e de C Ubris pro eoncelamento septlme. 
In thesauro £39 5s 3d ct debet £60 14s 9d" (Pipe Roll, 19 John, 
Hon til}. 

>*Bo(. Lilt. Pat., pp. 33b, SSb; Rymer, I, 89. 

IB "sperans se copiosum cxercitum . . . congT'egalumm el violen- 
I titua rcgl.4 Philippi cxterminaturum" (Cogg., p. 144); "onines in 
regno ADgllE . . . n[>a efflcaciter faciutit auxUium tam In veniendo 
corporaliter In servleium nostrum in Normanniom quam de militibna 
et pecuniis" (letter of John to the cler^ of Ireland asking for an 
^d, FebruaiT 10, 1904; Rymer, I, 90); Wend., Ill, 1T3. 
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mouth.*"* For some reason, the invasion did not take 
place as planned. The king remained at home with the 
body of the host; a few of the barons were sent."' Mer- 
cenaries were to have been employed,"'^* and when John 
decided not to go, money was still sent to hire soldiers 
abroad."" 

To defray the expenses of the war, it was determined 
in the council to levy a scutage at the advanced rate of 
two and a half marks per fee. Religious houses which did 
not hold by military service were also compelled to con- 
tribute.'"" This is a case of a levy put in charge before 
the expedition was to set out, and collected although the 
host was not dispatched. 

The account follows: 

Scutage at 2^m 

:m s d 

Clerical tenants . . . . 658 10 
Four loy tenants (each 5 or more 

fees) 102 6 8 

Other lay tenants (each Jcwei" than fi 

fees, etc.) . . . 91 6 

Total 750 9 4 

«• Rymer, abovei "comites et barones Be tranafretaturos cum rege 
Bpoponderunt" (Liebermann, p. 144) j BUt. de 0. It Mar., 11. 13932-fl, 
Btuio leOl; Miss Norgate suggests that this may be the EummoDS 
of 1205 (John Lackland, p. 103}; but an entry on the Pipe Roll 
implies that the host was summoned In 1804 and that writs of 
quittance were issued to those who came: "isti habent quictantiam 
prteter eos qui inbreviati sunt ad trans fret a ndum in rotnlo que rex 
inislt" (Pipe Roll, 6 John, Honor Gtouc., m. 17 d). 

"' The earl of Albemarle went with knights {Rot. Lilt. Pat., p. 
41b, May, 1304) ; Henry de Scalarlis crossed with two knlgiits appar- 
ently for his father, Hugh, who held 15 fees (Rot. Lib., p. S9). 

3>* "et Willelmo de Broiosa 10m ad opus Leisani Walensis qui venit 
in servicium regis cum 200 Walensibus"; "et Codwalano Walensi 10m 
ad preparandumse ad trans fretandum in servicium regis" (Pipe Roll, 
a John, Glouc.i Rot. Lib., p. S8). 

ug 38,000 marks (Cogg., p. 14T). 

ISO Wend., Ill, ITS; Liebermann, p. 143; Pipe Roll, 9 John, paiHm. 
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Clerical tenants .... 


1875 








229 


Twenty-three lay tenanta (each 5 or 










more fees)^" 


1482 


2 


2 


849 


Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 










lecs, etc.)"' .... 


2191 


9 


4 


884 


Total 


fiOSl 


11 


6 


912 


Sergeants 


499 


6 


8 




Additional"* .... 


167 










Abbota, ptiora (not military tenants) 


748 










Total charged .... 


7207 





10 




Paid, 6 and 7 John 


6291 


10 


8 




Fees taxed, not over 1800. 











It is seen that this levy was not a geneEal tax althougli 
the host did not carry on the campaign. Of the men 
who were acquitted, some actually served and others 
appeared at Portsmouth at the appointed time ready 
to serve."" The men who paid scutage or who fined were 
those who had sought exemption from the expedition 
whQe the host was gathering. Only about 300 fees paid 
the scutage proper and these were nearly all churchmen. 
Only one lay tenant holding more than ten fees (the 
countess of Warwick, fifteen fees) paid it.'"" The bulk 

a«i Of these, U men holding IBl fees on honors In hand paid 6T3in, 
leaving IS tcnsnts in chief charged with 809m on 165 fees. 

Ml Of this Bura, l,*3Tm were charged agninst W* fees on honors 
in hand, leaving not more than S9Ta> charged agatnat 110 fees of 
tenants In chief. 

SM Namber of fees unknown. 

"* The earl of Albemarle who served and Hugh de Scalariis who 
sent part of his service (above, p. 64, note 957) were acquitted of 
scutage. "Isti habent qulctantiaoi preter eos qiii inbreviati sunt 
ad transfretandum in rotuto que rex mis it" (Pipe Roll, S John, 
Honor Glouc, m. 17 d). 

*"* The countrss of Perche paid 4T1^ marks on 19 fees in Kent, 
but she had made a special arrangement with the king to pay scutage 
whenever it sliould be levied (Pipe Roll, 6 John, m. 3 d, m. 16 d; 
Bol. Lib., p. 74). 
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of the levy consisted of fines. Of churchmen, only abbots 
and priors were so charged (229^2 out of 818 fees). The 
average rate on them was very heavy, about six marks 
per fee. The abbey of Ramsey, in hand, paid 100m on 
4 fees; the abbot of St. Edmunds, 100m of scutage and 
120m de dono; the abbot of Peterborough, 150m of 
scutage and 100m de fine: the abbot of St. Albans, 100m 
on 6 fees,"" In general, sums levied on religious houses 
were heavier than before. Of the greater lay tenants, 
Hervey Bagot paid 20nj and his scutage on 60 fees ;"' 
Roger de Valtort, 200m on 60 fees ; Robert de Cardinan, 
800m on 71 fees;^'" Hubert Fitz Ralph, 105m on 16 fees, 
and Robert de Novo Burgo, 100m on 15 fees."' The fines 
on tenants holding five fees or over average more than 
four marks per fee. Tenants holding fewer than five fees 
each paid heavier fines, nearly seven marks per fee."" 
Sometimes the fine and scutage formed a lump sum ; 
sometimes the tenant paid a fine in addition to his 
scutage."' In the latter case, the sheriff perhaps col- 
lected the scutage from the rear- vassals."' The pro- 

M« Pipe Roll, 6 John, CanL and Hunt, Norf. and Suff, Northamp., 
Essex and Hert., m. 3 d, 9 d, 11 d, IS d. 

2"j6,d., Staff. 

2BB Ibid., Cornw., ni. 1. The king granted Robert the right to 
collect 81^ marks per fee from each of his tenants (Bot. lAtl. Clatu., 
I, 2b)i this honor of Mortain usually paid at ftve-cightlis the regular 
rate; on this occasion, the vsaaals had to help pay the fine of their 
lord. 

anjbU,, Notts, and Derby, Dora, and Somers., m. 13 d, 14 d. 

*"> See above, p. 65. 

■" Sometimes the One is only for his demesne and the scutage is 
only for the knights whom he had enfeoffed; William dc Heliun 
accounts for 6m "de donUnico suo" and for K^m "de scutaglo 
niHitum suonim" (ibid., Essex and Hert., xa. % d). This barony in 
1166 consisted of 10 fees, nine enfeoffed and one on the demesne 
(B«d Book, r, 3ST). 

*Ti "ComiUssa Herefordise r c de L marcis de dominico suo el 
scutagium capiatur de homiitibus suis" (Pipe Roll, 6 John, GIouc, 
m. 13) ; her scutage was 36ni 40d "de scutagio milituni suorum de 
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cedure depended apparently on a bargain between the 
king and the tenant. That the exchequer did not arbi- 
trarily take scut age from the sub- tenant without the 
knowledge or consent of hia lord is shown by cases in 
which it was demanded, but remitted when it was found 
that the tenant was a rear- vassal ."' If a tenant in chief 
did not secure a writ of quittance, the sheriff might collect 
some scutage from his lands. Later, when he had secured 
the necessary writ, the money was returned to him/'* If 
a tenant refused to pay the scutago, the sheriff did not 
take it from the rear-vassal but disseized his lord,"" The 

feodia xiv mUltum et dim." {ibid., Kent, m. 16 d). The fono of 
this entty suggests that the king collected Bcutage from her knights. 
Yet it is doubtful whether this was the case. She held part of the 
barony of Walter de Mayenne which in 1166 consisted of 20 fees 
of the old enfeoffment, \}^ fees of the new enfeoffment, and 9 fees 
on the demesne {Etd Book, I, 195; servitium debttum, 30 fees. 
Round, Feudal England, p. IS*, note SO). In ISOl, 1303, and 1303, 
she accounted for 141^ fees, or half of 39 fees, the sum of the old 
enfeoffment and the demesne. Thus apparently all of the 14^ 
knights were not enfeoffed so that the sheriff could not collect from 
them. The entry cited at the beginning of this note probably means 
that the countess paid all the scutage due from her lands in addition 
to a flne. 

"> In the list of those granted writs of quittance is a name now 
blurred of one who is quit "quia nichil tenet de regc" (Pipe Roll, 6 
John, Bucks and Bedf., n. 3); "Ricardus de BeUneampo et Milo 
frater ejus . - . quietl sunt per inquisitionem fsctam qui nichil tenent 
de rege" {ibid., Notts, and Derby, m. 13 d)i Gilbert de Hastings la 
quit in 1907 of the fourth and fifth scutages "per inquisitionem quia 
nichil tenet de rege" {Lancatkire Pipe Rolli and Early Charteri, 
ed, W. Farrer, p. 2H). He held of the barony of Penworthain 
which came into the king's hand in 1300. In ISOS, it was turned over 
to the constable of Chester and this was evidently the reason why 
Gilbert was excused payment by the exchequer in 1307 of the two 
scutages mentioned {ibid., pp. 139, 116, 161, 3T9). 

~~ e siieriff was ordered to allow Robert de Tresgoi to have 
his scutage "et si oliquid scutagli captum est idem que sit ad scac- 
I solutiun idem ei de aliis denarils reddi facias et nos tibi 
alias idem locari faclemus" {Rol, Lib., p. 93). 

"> The archliishop of York had been disseized "occasione scutagU 
, que ipse debet domino regi" {Rot. lAtt. Ctaat., I, lib). 
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sub-tenant, however, lUtimately paid the scutage, whether 
his lord paid scutage or fine, or served. This was done 
by the royal writ de scutagio habendo.'^' 

A charge, amounting to 748 marks, appears in the 
roll against twenty- six religious houses which did not 
hold by military tenure. Probably the increase in the 
fines of those houses which held by knight service was 
due to this exaction from the regular clergy,'" 

There are accounts of a tallage in fourteen counties, 
amounting to about 6,000 marks,"* Sometimes the town 
lined in a lump sum and sometimes the assessment was 
made per capita by the justices. '^° In the latter case, 
8 roll of the sums charged against all persons was drawn 
up in duplicate, one copy was sent to the exchequer and 
the other delivered to the sheriff who made the collection."" 

"' Robert de Cardinon, the archbishop of York (ibid,, I, 2b, lib) j 
William de London and Robert de Tresgoi (,Rol. lAb., pp. B9, 93). 
Tenants who obtBined writs of quittance on account of service (see 
above, p. 65, note Sftt) probably received this right. The writ some- 
times, not always, stated the rate which woj the rate of scutage of 
the jesT, The tenant In chief was not to collect more than th\a 
amount: Ralph Teisun, warden of the lands of Henry de Tilli, had 
apparently violated this rule and the additional money collected 
from the sub-tenants was ordered to be returned (Bot, Lib,, p. 93). 

:t' Sometimes the donum on a house which held by military service 
was called a fine. 

>" It was not always called a tallage: "Gives Lond" M li. pro fine 
passagil" (Pipe Roll, G John, Land, and Midd., m. 8). In the total 
eum is included a tallage of £104 ISs in Oxfordshire, which first 
appears in the roll of 9 John, (m, S), but seems to belong to the 
taUage of 1301. 

jjB "Homines de Soiopesbiria r c de quater xi marcis de taillagio 
facto per S. de Palehliull' el Willclmum de Cantel' in villa de Soiopes- 
biria per capita" {ibid., 6 John, Salop, m. 13 d). Probably these 
men were the itinerant justices, for they also laid the amercements 
in Salop. 

"""Idem vicecomes r c de xv li. et xiiii sol. et vili den. de taillagiia 
hominum de villa de Hereford' quorum nomina et debita annotantur 
in rotulo que prfl;dicli (tallagers) liberaverunt in thesauro" (ibid., 
Heref., m. S d). 
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Another levy which was collected at this time was the 
fifteenth on the property of merchants. The amount 
yielded by this tax furnishes a basis for estimating the 
relative importance of scutage and tallage in the budget 
of the year, for these three levies were all part of the 
extraordinary revenue. Such a comparison is fairer than 
one with the ordinary income. In the Pipe Roll of 1204 
an account of the fifteenth is rendered for a period of 
about sixteen months ; the sum received was £4,958 7s 
3Hd."' The assessment and collection of the fifteenth 
in the different towns was in general charge of three men 
appointed by the king. Under them, six, seven, or more 
men of each port, one knight, and one clerk were to be 
chosen, called the bailifTs (ballivi) of the fifteenth. These 
latter had direct charge of the tax in their own town and 
were responsible to the three chief supervisors. They 
were to draw up a roll containing the names of the mer- 
chants and a list of their payments,"' Here is another 
example of a levy on personal property. The use of 
local machinery to assess and collect the tax is seen to 
have been a royal device to get at a fair valuation of 
property. 



The Taxation of 1205 



I 



In June, 1205, a very large army was gathered for the 
invasion of Poitou and Gascony."' The expedition was 
opposed by the barons and the king was obliged to yield. 
Instead, there was sent a picked force of knights and 

til Pipe Roll, 6 John, Kent, m. 16 d; Madox, I, T39, n. i. 

IM Rot. Lilt. Pal., p. «. 

taa'-cum maxinio ct nobili exerdtu" (Cogg., p. 153) j "exereitum 
grandem'' (Wend., Ill, 189); militumque et pedltum populus Innu- 
merablUs" (Geirase of Canterbury, Hittorical Worki, ed. Stubbs, 
Rolls Scries, II, 96); AniutUi MonatttTti d» Warerleia, ed. Luard, 
RoUs Series, p. 958. 
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■arons under the leadership of the earl of Salisbury and 
John's natural son, Geoffrey, to relieve La Rochelle, and 
the body of knights remained at home.'" In connection 
with this expedition, fines and scutages were levied, a 
tallage was taken in several counties, and some sums were 
received from religious houses, though only a few of these 
appear in the roll."" 

The scutage (at two marks) was put in charge, at the 
latest, immediately after the knights were dismissed,"' 
but some fines were made while the host was waiting to 
sail, and it is possible that the scutage also was levied 
at that time."' Inasmuch as only a small force of knights 
was sent, we should expect to find an unusually large 
number of fees contributing. Such is the case, as the 
following table will show: 

Scutage at 2m 

U a d 

Clerical tenants . . . . 1060 10 8 
Sixty-one lay tenants (each 5 or more 

fees)"« .... 8444 6 
Other la; tenants (each fewer than 

S lees, etc.)"* . . . 9St 12 9 

Total 5460 2 9 



I8t "quosdam ex proceribuf AngliK fore mittendos cam strenuis 
Diilitlbus . . . Rex denunclans principibus atque militibus quatinus 
ad propria remearent" (Cogg., p. 153). 

z«° Wend., above; "pro ci>mniuni aiudUo abbatum AogliK" (Bot. 
Lilt. Clam., 1, 53a, 3Sb, SSb). 

iB< "Reversus autem rex cepit de comitibus, baronibus, militibus 
el viris religiosia pei;uniam infinitain" (Wend., above); writs granting 
tenants tbe right to collect scutage from their vassals were issued 
in July (Rot. Lilt. Clam., I, *Sb). 

"' The earl Warenne makes a flne of 130ni (60 fees so tbat it is 
really scutage) that his knights shall not cross, to be paid in camera 
In the octave of St. John, that is, before the host was to sail and 
before it was dismissed. The archbishop of Canterbury also fined 
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Clerical tenants"" 


740 





116 


Fifty- two lay tenants (each 6 or 








more fees)"' 


2800 


12 6 


681 


Other lay tenants (each fewer than 








S fees, etc.)"' ■ 


1801 


4 7 


268 


Total .... 


4842 


8 9 


1060 


Additional'" 


808 


1 8 




Sergeants .... 


80 


1 8 




Grand total 


10690 


9 10 




Paid, 7 and 8 John 


7412 


10 11 




Fees taxed, nearly 4000. 








In many counties, no list of wr 


ts of quittance is given 


and in the others comparatively 


few na 


mes appear of 


tenants who were exempt. As we 


know that only a small 


number of knights performed the 


r service, we may con- 


elude that the writs of quittance t 


orrespond quite 


closely 



to the tenants who served in the host. Furthermore, we 

in 900m to be paid at the same time [Rot. Obi, p. 366), These 
entries are glvtn under the year 1906, but the next item in the roll 
is of 1305 and refers to this scutage; and Ihe Pipe Roll of 1305 
makes the earl line in li!Oni. 

a»»Six men are tenants on honors in hand holding 183 fees; the 
following holdings respond in one amount through the sheriff or a 
custodian: Gilbert de I'Aigle 35 fecH, rape of Hastings 6?ii fees, 
the earl of Warwick, 1031^ fees. 

a«»Of this sum, 187m were on aeatlered fees of great barona and 
494m on honors in hand, leaving not over 350m on tenants in chief. 

MO Of this sum, SOOm were on the abbot of St. Edmunds and were 
only partly a fine for service. He paid SOOm "pro passagio militum 
Guorum et pro habendo scutagio sua et dc auxilio de quolitfet feodo 
milltis I mare, et pro habenda una feria octo dierum apud Beclcs et 
pro habendo uno cuneo apud S. Edmund' cum cambio" (Pipe Roll, 7 
John, Norf. and Suff., m. IBb; Bot. Obi., p. 293). 

"'Of this sum, 17 men holding 115 fees on honors in hand were 
charged with 510m, leaving 35 lay tenants in chief who fined. 

■MOf this sum, BSOm are charged against 157 fees on honors in 

»■ Number of fees unknown. 
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know that some of the men who are given aa quieti 
accompanied the army."* 

Nearly all the churchmen were taxed this year; only 
three however fined: the archbishop of Canterbury, 200m 
on 60 fees;"' the abbot of Tavistock, 40m on his 15 or 
16 fees;"" the abbot of St. Edmunds, 500m on 40 fees. 
Among the greater barons who paid scutage were: Earl 
Roger, 125^4 fees; Earl Warenne, 60 fees;"' the earl of 
Arundel, 8414 fees;'°' Earl Ferrers, 68H fees;"" William 
de Albini, 33 fees;'"" Warren Fitz Ceroid, about 53 
fees;"" Walter de Lacy, SlYt fees;'"" William de Mow- 
bray, 60 fees;'"" Hervey Bagot, 60 fees.'"* The sums 
were not merely charged; they were partly paid. An 
increased number of the greater lay tenants paid fines. 
Those holding 20 or more fees were: Thomas de St. 
Valery, 100m fine and the scutage of 10 fees;**" Robert 
Fitz Walter, 20m fine and the scutage of GSYs fees;"* 
the earl of Chester, lOOjn fine which includes his scutage 
on 40l4 fees;'"' Simon de Beauchamp, lOOm fine which 

2»«The earl of Saliabuty who led the expedition is quit (Pipe Roll, 
7 John, Wills, m. 1* d) ; Robert de Tumham was fitting in France 
this year (Cogg., p. 153) and is quit (Pipe Roll, 7 John, Yoik, m, 
S d)i Gilbert Gaunt had his scutage because his brother was in the 
king's service (ifeid., Notts, and Derby, York, Line, m. 5 d, 19 d, 
IS d; Rot, Litt Clav»., I, 46a.). 

»Ba Rot. Obi, p. 366. 

a»« Pipe Roll, 7 John, Devon, m. 2 d, 

»»' Ibid., Norf. and Suff., m. I9b, 

>BB Ibid., Suss., m. 9. 

«"« Ibid.. Notts, and Derby, m. 19 d. 

'BO Ibid.. War. and Leic, in. 3 d. 

101 Ibid., Essex sod Herts* m. 15. 

s«i Ibid., Heref., m. 39 d. 

*<•» Ibid., Tork, m. 6 d. 

so* Ibid., Staff. 

ioi Ibid., (hit., m. 19. He usually paid on 35 fees. 

■I" Ibid., Essex and Hert., m. 15. 

SOT Ibid., York, m. 5 d. 
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includes his scutage on iSYzVi fees;"" Ralph de Sumery, 
20m fine plus his scutage on 50 fees ;'"" Norman de Arescy 
50m fine which includes his scutage on 20 fees."* Except 
the first, the fines were not heavy. The separation of 
the fine from the scutage seems to imply that the fornier 
was for the personal service of the tenant in chief.'" The 
heaviest fines fell on the small tenants. The average rate 
per fee (including the scutage on those fees which fined) 
on the lesser lay tenants (each fewer than five fees) was 
about seven marks, while on the larger lay holdings (each 
five fees or more) it was about three marks."" 

This B outage was not a general tax levied by the 
exchequer on rear-vassals. The exemption from a money 
contribution of those tenants wlio received writs of quit- 
tance extended to all their fees.'" But did the sheriff 
ordinarily collect from the rear-vassals of those tenants 
who were liable for scutage or fine who did not secure 
writs of quittance, or did the tenant in chief respond for 
his whole tax either to the sheriff or to the exchequer? 
Sometimes the former was the case. The sheriff paid in 
at the exchequer sums which seem to have been paid him 

(0* Pipe Roll, T John, Bucks and Bedf., m. 6. 

10* Ibid., SUff. 

'iolbid.. Line, m, 18 d. 

«" Thirteen out of twenty-three tenants, each holding ten or more 
fees, separate the fine (torn the scutage. In the small holdings there 
is no separation. 

»is Sec above, p. 71. 

■'B "Mandatum est vicecomiti Bukingh' quod facial habere Sahero 
de Quency acutagiiun Buum In balliva sua. SimiUter mandatum est 
aliis vicecomitibus In quorum ballivi« terras habet" (Rot. Lilt. 
Clam., 1, 43b). Gilbert Gaunt has writs of quittance in three 
bailiwicks: Notts, and Derby, York, and Line. If a tenant has not 
secured such a writ, scutage would not necessarily be taken from him. 
Hugh de Nerill was charged with lOm scutage; no payment was 
made and later a note is added: "sed postea habuit quietanttam per 
breve regis quod est in forulo marescalli in anno sequenti" (Pi])e 
Roll, T John, Glouc, m. 8 d) j see also Peter de Stokes, ui. T d. 
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by the rear-vassal, though perhaps he received them from 
the steward of the tenant in chief.'" But many of the 
sums received In this way were small, due from detached 
fees of baronies, the heads of which lay in other counties,"' 
The government seems to have recognized that it could 
not collect from the sub-tenant. In Devonshire eleven 
men were charged with scutage, hut the accounts were 
crossed off because an Inquest showed that the men held 
nothing in chief of the king."" The case of Cecilia de 
Crevequor illustrates this point. She was disseized 
because she had not fined with the king for her passage. 
She then fined in forty marks, received back her lands, 
and was granted the right to collect scutage from her 
tenants. It is to be observed that in her case the sheriff 
dealt directly with the tenant in chief and collected no 



'J* E.g. the sheriff accounts for Sm of Walter Clifford in this 
county, 9m on one fee of the abbot of Hide, etc. (Pipe Roll, 7 John, 
Berks, m. 6 d): see like cases in Rutland, Warwick, Bucks and Bedf. 
Orders cuist to the sheriff ta return any moneys which he may have 
collected to a tenant in chief who has obtained the right to collect 
his scutage from his vassals, e.g. for the earl of Clare {Rot. lAU. 
Claut., I, 43b). Henry de Pinkcny accounts for 34ni, his full charge, 
in Northamp., wliere he pays 19ni this year, for 34m in Bucks and 
Bedf., where he pays 2ra and the sheriff accounts for him for 7m 
which is paid in Berks (Pipe Roll, 7 John, m. 6, 6 d, 31 d). 

"'Sometimes the sheriff of tlie county where the head of the 
barony lies accounts for the scutage; this dues not necessarily mean 
that he collects it from the rear-vassals ; the tenant in chief may 
have paid it to him to deliver at the exchequer. The sheriff con- 
tinually reports the number of fees held by tenants in chief in his 
district! "Comes Ebroic debet scutagium sed vicecomcs dicit que 
nullum habet feodum in comitatibus suis" {ibid., Bucks and Bedf., 
m. 6); William Marshal Sm on 31^ fees "sicut vicecomes diclt" 
(ibid., Berks, m. fia) ; Geoffrey de Say (ibid., m. 6). 

'"•"Bed omnes istl non debent summoneri quia per inqulsitionem 
factam nichil tenent de rege in capite" (Pipe Roll, 9 John, Notts, and 
Derby) ; also, wife of John de Crioil (ibid., 10 John, War. and Leic, 
m. 3). 
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Gcutage from sub-tenants.'" Further, for his fees lying 
in one county a tenant often accounted in another, show- 
ing that there was no collection by the sheriff.*" The 
tenants in chief would oppose such a collection, for they 
preferred to do the work themselves. When they fined 
for their passage, they were allowed not only to remain 
at home, but also to collect scutage from their tenants.'" 
Those tenants who did not fine, but paid scutage only, 
obtained the same privilege.'" 



»n Rot. ObL, p. 303; another case of disseizin, Henfrldus de 
Criketot (ibid., p. 301). 

Bi'Earl Ferrers owed Ili^m in Berks "sed respondet In Noting- 
hamsira" (Pipe Roll, T John, Berks, m. Sa) j Eustace de Vescy held 
fees In York, North umberiand, and Norfolk and Suffolk; he pays 
4m in York, pays fine and scutage in the second and is quit In the 
last; William Earl Warenne is quietus in Essex and Herts., is 
charged with I30ni fine in Norf. and Suff., with \SOm fine in Bucks 
where the roll adds "sed requirendus est in Surreia," and in Surrey 

■ with laOm "qui requirebatur" in Bucks. Robert Fiti Walter "debet 
iiii marc, de eodem (i.«. scutage of 1^05), sed non debet summoneri 
quia rcspondit de toto hoc scutagio in Essex" (ibid., 10 John, Cant. 
and Hunt., m. 9); William de Cornhuil (ibid.. 7 John, m. 5a). 

°i*"RDaldus constabularlus Richemund' dat dotnino regi BOm 
pro passagio suo et pro habendo scutsgio suo" (Rot. Obi., p. iSS). 
The separation of the fine from the scutage does not mean that the 
tenant in chief pays the king a line for his personal service while tlie 
king collects scutage from the sub-tenants, unless there is a bargain 
to that effect. Robert Fits Walter lined in 30m in addition to his 

I scutage and he collected the scutage with his own hand from his 
vassals (Rot. Lilt. ClauM., I, 43b); a similar case in Matildo de 
Chandos (Rot. Obi., p. 304). 
sjo William de Mowbray paid only scutage this year (sec above, 
p. 73, note 303; he received a writ to collect his scutage by his own 
band and respond for it at the exchequer (Rot. ObL, p. 306) ; the 
archbishop of York paid scutage only and received a like writ (Rot. 
Liu. Clam., I, 4Ga) ; the earl of Arundel paid scutage only in 1305; 
one of his tenants was pardoned bis scutage (Roger de la Zouche, 
]6m) and the earl was likewise acquitted this amount, so that he 
must have collected from his vassals (Pipe Roll, 1 John, Suss., 
m. 9) ; for WUIiam de Albini and the carl of Clare (Rot. Lilt. Claua., 
I, 43b). "Johannis filius Hugonis habct scutagium suum et domlnus 
rex lUud compulari fociet dominls dc quihus ipse tenet" (ibid., 4Sa). 
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All this shows, moreover, that the scutage was shifted 
by the lord to his vassal, though to do so required the 
king's consent, the sheriff being instructed to allow the 
tenant to collect his scutage. Tlie sheriff was also to 
report the amount.''^ Compliance with this order may 
explain the entries in the Pipe Roll of amounts written 
opposite the names of tenants with no statement concern- 
ing payment. In this way the king had a check on his 
tenants. But the writ to the sheriff meant more than 
this; if the tenant were unable to force his vassals to 
pay, the sheriff came to his aid and distrained them.^" 
The fine of the tenant in chief did not fall upon the rear- 
vassal, who was liable for scutage only.'"" The king dealt 
directly with the rear-vassal in another way, by pardoning 
him liis scutage. In that case, his lord was also acquitted 
of that amount."' 

Returns of a tallage were made in twenty-six counties. 
Some of the shires were the same as those tallagcd in 
1204; in part of these the accounts seem to have been 
additional returns of the same tax; in others a new levy 
was made.'"° The assessment was made by the itinerant 
justices and was collected by the sheriff."'* Some towns 

"1 The writs for WiUiatn de Albini and the archbishop of York 
IBot. Lilt. Ctaut., I, 43b, 46a}. 

a«=The writ for the archbishop ot York {ibid., 46a). 

■2* "niuE when the tenant in chief Qned in a lump sum for his 
passage and h)9 scutage. he couJd collect only scutage from his 
vassals (Rot. Obi., p. 9SS) ; when he flned in a certain sum and his 
Bcutage. the latter is evidentlj the sum which the rear-vassals are 
to payi see the case of Robert Fiti Walter (see above, p. 75). 

"< Sec above, p. 75. 

■10 Worcester pa^a £43 3s lid in 1901 and 40in in 130S (Pipe Roll, 
6 end 7 John, Wig.); Salop SOm in 1301 and 5(hn in 1S05 (_ibid., 
Salop); Hereford to the sheriff 58m 10s 4d in 1904 and 50ni in 1905 
{*btU, Heref.). 

'"' Tn Kent, the tallage was laid by the justiciar, "per justiciarlum" 
(Pipe Roll, 7 John, Kent, m. 9 d). In Worcestershire is tlie title: 
"de amereiamentis et taillagiis per Robertutn de Berkelal el Johannem 
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and villa had lump sums charged against them, that is, 
they agreed to pay a certain sum and settle the incidence 
themselves; in others the assessment was made per 
capita."^ The amount charged was over 3,000m.*'* 

The Taxation of 1206 



This year John was able to carry out his invasion of 
France. On May 27, he sailed for La Rochelle with a 
great army.'" The campaign lasted till October 6, or 
over four months."" The taxation of the year consisted 
of a Bcutage at twenty shillings per fee with fines ne 
trantfretet and a tallage."' The following is the account : 

Scntage at SOa 

M s d 

Clerical tenants . . . 251 8 4 

Lay tenants (each 6 or more fees) . 112 10 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 

fees, etc.) . . . . 180 II 4 

Total 544 11 4 



flliimi MugODis"; the sheriff aecounta for these sums nt the exchequer 
(ibid., m. &2). 

"' Ibid.; e.g, in Devon, there are many persons In the roll chargea 
with tallage, but the city of Ejceter accounte for £100 and three 
palfreys (ibid., Devon, in. 3 A). 

"» In this sum are included the following tallages: 



Line. 

Cant, and Hui 

Ox/ord . 



31 IT 



6-1 11 10 



(in e John, m. 10) 
(in S John, m. 16) 

(In 9 John, m. 5} 



I 



These seem to belong to the tallage of 1205. 

**»Bot, Lilt. Pat., pp. G3b, 61b, 6Sa ( Wend., III. 1&6; Llebermann, 
p. 141; Wa*.. p. Si8; Anrutlti Monatttiii de Wintoaia, ed, Luard, 
Holls Series, p. 79. 

MoRymer, 1. 9S. 

SHI There are also some references to a contribution by religious 
houses, irrespective of their tenure. They may be deferred entries 
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Fine 




Fees 


Clerical tenanta . 




670 11 


7 


220 


Thirty lay tenants 


(each or more 








fees)"" 




1174 6 


6 


842 


Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 








fees, etc.)'" 




1849 5 


4 


806 


Total 




8194 10 


1 


868 


Additional"* 




824 







Sergeants 




128 11 


8 




Total charged 




4187 6 


S 




Paid, 8 and 9 John 




B128 11 


8 




Fees taxed, not ore 


1500- 









If a tenant performed his service, he obtained a writ 
of exemption from scutage. A considerable number of 
barons and knights went from Devonshire and Cornwall, 
as nine naves were employed to carry them. The only 
fees taxed in these counties were those of the abbot of 
Tavistock, the bishop of Exeter, and four small tenants 
who held together about ten fees. The list of writs of 
quittance is long and complete; it included William 
Briwerre, Henry Fitz Count, and Reginald de Mohun 
who led the fleet."" The earl of Salisbury, Hugo de 
Chaurces, and Paganus de Chaurces were in the cam- 
paign"' and received writs of quittance."' The scutage 

of the dona of 1205. The abbot anil convent of Cemel,' 30m "ut 
sint quicti de communi auxilio"; the abbot of Burton, 40m "de 
promissione ad siistcntalionFin regni"; the abbot of Peterborough, 
60m (Bot. Obi., pp. 343, 35*. S56). 

>!3 Of this sum, 9 men who held 56 fees on honors in hand were 
charged with ITS marks. 

>» There were 6BSm charged against 19T fees on honors in band, 
leaving 661m on 109 fees of tenants In chief. 

"•ScutBRe or fine; number of fees unknown. 

SIB Pipe Roll, S John, Devon, Dors, and Somers., m. 13 d, 14, 14 d. 

»'""De prttstitis faclis in Pictaviat Comes Sarresbiric 100m," etc. 
(ibid., Wills, m. 19 d). 

'" The carl of Salisbury in Wilts and Yorkshirej Paganus in Bui^ 
and Dorset 

78 



J 



I 

I 



L 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY 111 

proper was not very important. No great lay tenant 
paid it, though several of the chief prelates did so (the 
bishops of Hereford, Rath, Exeter, Salisbury, and 
Worcester, and the abbot of Hide), No bishop waa 
charged with a fine. The fines on religious houses 
amounted to about double what their scutage would have 
been. In some cases it might be much more than this; 
the abbot of Malmesbury paid 2Ini 10s 6d on his three 
fees.'" Lay tenants holding 20 fees or more who fined 
were; Walter de Lacy, 40m fine and £51 5s scutage;"' 
Thomas de St. Valery, 150m fine on 25 fees;"" Gilbert 
Peke, 40m fine and £19 Is 6d scutage;"" and Hervey 
Bagot, 12m fine and 4fim scutage."" The fines fell 
heaviest on the men with small holdings, many of whom 
were not tenants in chief, but tenants on honors in 
hand."' Among the lesser tenants, the fine and the 
icutage were almost always lumped together ; while among 
the greater vassals, they were often separated. The 
abbot of Glastonbury paid 40ni fine and 60m scutage;'" 
William Fitz Hamon, 20m fine and 22i^m scutage;'" 
Nigel de Luvetot, 20m fine and 22i4m scutage;'" Richard 
fiasset, 20ni fine and 22l^m scutage;"' the abbot of 

Pipe Roll, 8 John, WUts, m. IS; the tLbbey ol Ramsey, In hand, 
paid £4 of si!utage and £T3 Sa Id "de aiixilio posito per maneria" 
(^Cartutarium iloniuterii de Bam»t»ia, Rolls Series, I, 231). Prob- 
ably this should be classed as a tallage on the demesne rather than 

s" Pipe Roll, e John, Heref., m. 7. 

"0 Ibid., Oxf., m. 12 d. 

s" Ibid.. Norf. snd Suff., m. 4. 

°'!Pipe RoU, S John, Staff. This entry b pcmiliar; he held SO 

»*' See above, p. 78, note 333. 

1" Pipe Boll, 9 John, Dors, and Soiners., m. 13 d. 
»*i Ibid., Bucks and Bedf, m. 4 d. 
•*« Ibid., Cant, and Hunt., m, 16 d. 
Ibid., Northamp., m. IT d. 
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Westminster, lOm fine and 22Hm scutage.'" In some 
of these cases the fine represented not merely tlie personal 
service of the tenant in chief and that of his demesne, but 
an amount as large as the scutagc from his holding, so 
that the king was really being paid for the same thing 
twice over. The scutage thus had the appearance of a 
royal tax on the rear-vassals. 

Other indications, as in prerious years, show not only 
that the scutage fell ultimately on the rear-vassal, but 
also that the exchequer knew to an extent the distribution 
of the foes of the tenants in chief, and was thus prepared 
to collect and in some cases actually did collect the 
amounts charged against the latter from the sub- ten ants. 
Tenants who secured writs of quittance had that fact 
noted in each county where their lands lay, not merely 
in the one where the head of the barony was.°** The prior 
of Coventry held most of his fees in the counties of War- 
wick and Leicester, but owed 10 shdlings in Northampton- 
shire."" The abbot af Westminster (10m fine and £15 
scutage) paid £12 of his scutage in Worcestershire and 
owed £8 "qui rcquirendus est in London'.""' Walter de 
Baillolet held of the abbot of Peterborough, He was 
pardoned his scutage on two fees per hreve regis and so 
both he and the abbot were quit."* Walter de Lacy paid 
his scutage in five counties."" But it does not follow 
that the sheriff in general collected from the rear-vassals 
of those tenants who owed scutage or fine. The tenant 
in chief might personally account in one sum for the 

st8 /bid., Lond. and Midd., m. 6. 

'** E.g. the eUrl at Chester is quit in Sve bailiwicks: Gloucester, 
Bucks BTul Bedf., Notts, and E}erhy, York, Berks; Warren Fits 
Ceroid In eight; William Esrt Marsha] in eight. 

'HO Ibid., Northamp., m. 17 d. 

>«i Ibid., Wigorn., m. 80 d. 

'"Ibid., Northoinp., m. IT d. 

IB! Ibid., Hereford, Gloucester, Oxrord, Salop, and Berks. 
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vhole amount due from his holding. The flue of Thomas 
de St. Valery covered all his lands."* 

In each of the cases cited, the tenant compounded this 
year; he obtained no writ of quittance. A different sort 
of case woidd be where the baron was exempted, yet the 
rear-vassal paid a scutage to the king. If this were 
commonly done, the scutage would not be a composition 
for the service of the tenants in chi«f, but an aid, a general 
tax on all the fees in England. Robert Marmiun had a 
general writ of quittance yet the sheriff collected ten 
shillings in Northamptonshire.'" The practice of the 
exchequer seems to have been not to collect such sums if 
■the tenant in chief had a writ of exemption. The arch- 
bishop of York was charged with 63a 4d in Gloucester- 
shire, but the roll adds that he was quit in Yorkshire;'" 
the bishop of Durham owed half a mark in Rutland, but 
he did not pay it as he was quit in Yorkshire;'" Peter de 
Anesie of the fee of Baldwin Wak owed ten shillings, but 
was acquitted as his lord was exempted ;"' John Briwerre 
who held one fee of William Briwerre was charged with two 
marks, but for the same reason it was not collected."* 

Thomas de St. Valery is quit in Bucks and Bedf. and in Berks, 
pays £100 fine in Oxfordsiiire, la charged with £100 fine in Lond, 
and Midd., but the roU states "sed respondct inde in 0%eneford' " 
(Ibid., Lond. and Midd., m. 6); Gilbert Pcke pays 10s in Berks, is 
diarged with his whole fine and scutage in Norf. and Suff. and is 
qnll In Cant, and Hunt; Cecilia countess of Hereford Is quit In 
Gloucester and pays in Kent; Ralph Dairel pays 90s on }^ fee la 
Berks, Is charged with it in Lond. and Midd., but "quietus est In 
honore Wsrengef' (ibid., m. 6, 91 d) ; Philip de Girund pays the 
sheriff of Bucks and Bedf. 9iu on 3 fees; he is also charged in the 
roll with sculage in Kent for these 3 fees, "sed quietus est in Buking- 
faam&ira in summa ix marc." (ibid., Kent, m. 5 d). 

■" Pipe Roll, 8 John, Oxf., War. and Leic, m. 1 d, 13 d; 9 John, 
Northamp. 

SBB Ibid., 8 John, Glouc, m. 2. 

s»T Ibid., Rutland, m. 13 d. 

is> Ibid., 9 John, Rutland. 

at* Ibid., 8 John, Norf. and Suff., m, 4. Four tenants on the honor 
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Returns of the tallage are given in thirty-two counties ; 
the amount charged was nearly 4,000 marks."" Persons 
appear in the roll charged with tallage; vills and towns 
have lump sums charged against them ; that is, the tallage 
was made in some cases per capita and in others the town 
or Till fined in a lump sum for its contribution. The 
sheriff collected the tax, but the assessment was probably 
made by the Itinerant justices."' 

Despite the long campaign, John did not lack ready 
money in the autumn. Early in November he acknowl- 
edged the receipt of 14,000 marks from England."' In 
December he seems to have had over 15,000 marks of 
treasure at For cheater."" 

of Richmond were charged with scutaget "sed isU quatuor noa 
debuerunt summoneri quia per [nquisitionem factum tenent per 
feodum militis de honore Richemund' et debet servitium eorum 
exigi a Petro de Leonibus" (ibid,, 9 John, Hanta, m. 1* d). Ttie 
exchequer acts toward this warden probably as it does toward a 
tenant in chief. 

Its There is no tallage on London in the roll. The return for 
Oxfordshire la given in 9 John (m. A). In some counties (Salop, 
Cant, and Hunt., Bucks and Bedf., Northarap.) two levies appear, 
one of which probably belongs to a preceding year, 

isi For an example of persons charged with tallage, see Pipe Roll, 
8 John, Surr., m. IS; "De taillagiis ct ammerciamentis per Waltcrum 
de Creppinges et Henrlcum de Ver et socios suos. Idem vicecomcs 
r c de c et xlvii mards et iiii sol. et iii den. de misericordiis et tail- 
lagiis hominum ct villarum quorum nomina annotantur in rotulo que 
praedicti liberaverunt in tliesauro; in thesauro liberadt in Ixxi talliis 
et qiueluB est" (Pipe Roll, 8 John, Berks, m. 31 d). When a town 
pays a round sum, it is probable that it fined with the justices for 
this amount and apportioned the lax itself; when it pays an irregular 
amount, it is probable that the justices levied Ihe tallage per capita; 
t.g. "Burgus de Notingeham r c de xii U. et iiii sol, de taiUagio" 
{ibid., Notts, and Derby, m. 8 d). 

s" Rot. Litl. Ciatu., I, 7ia, 

isi Ibid, and 75b, 77a. In these two references from the Close Roll 
there are four sums of money: 19,000m, 3,000m, 10,000m, and A,000m. 
If there is no duplication, we have the interesting faet that John 
received in November and December nearly 30,O0Om. There can he 
no doubt that he received 14^00Om, for he acknowledged the receipt 
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of that sum wfaOe he was in Poitou and it is possible that he brought 
part of it back with liim to England, yet in that case, it is strange 
that he immediately sent 5,000m back to Poitou. It would seem 
more likely that the 5,000m were a fresh sum which he sent out. It 
is also possible that the 5,000m were a part of the sum of 10,000m 
which was in the hands of the wardens of the treasure. 
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CHAPTER III 



The Thieteenth of 1207 



^ 1 1 HE thirteenth of revenues and moveables was the last 
■*■ of a series of taxes on property which were levied 
in John's reign. The basis of this levy was that on which 
the great taxes of the future were to be taken ; the aroount 
which it yielded was very large ; the assessment was quite 
generally carried out ; and the plea for its levy was 
ingenious and unanswerable at the time. These facts 
combine to make the thirteenth of 1207 the most impor- 
tant single levy of the reign. That it was so regarded 
by the men of the time is doubtful. To them it seems 
to have appeared as a rather unusual levy, but on the 
whole as of less importance than the scutage because it 
was taken only once. Since this is the last example of 
a series of taxes on property on both a great and a small 
scale in John's reign, it looks as though the government 
had experimented till finally it knew the form of taxation 
that would yield the most. But that was not enough. 
There must be found a method by which the new tax 
could be legally taken. Different devices had already 
been employed in the case of the carucage and the seventh 
of 1208, but they could only be employed in very excep- 
tional cases. The method was found in 1207 when the 
king asked for a gracious aid. Such an aid needed the 
consent of the taxpayers. This was considered to have 
been obtained when the tenants in chief agreed to the 
thirteenth. Thus the root of the levy is to be found in 
feudal custom. A request from the king for a gracious 
aid was almost without precedent, though the practice 
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iras common among his vassals. At first sight, it might 
thought surprising that the king could succeed in 
taking an aid from the great barons while he seems to 
have failed to obtain a grant from the parochial clergy. 
The explanation lies in the fact that the aid on the clergy 
was without precedent while the aid on the tenants in 
chief found plenty of precedent in feudal practice. 

Now the feudal aid was to be taken only in case of a 
lord's great need. What was the need in 1207? John 
had a large sum of money on hand in the fall of 1206; 
he had just made a truce with Philip II and he had no 
debts to pay. Nevertheless the excuse assigned was the 
war against the French,' which the king planned to renew 
at some future time not definitely fixed. Levied as it was 
to provide money against a remote need, the thirteenth 
was a precedent of great importance for establishing a 
right of arbitrary taxation by the king. The ease with 
which the opposition to the tax in the council was over- 
come shows the great power of John; it also reveals the 
lack of unity among the baronage and the difficulty of 
finding an effective ground for resistance. The opposition 
did not end with the dissolution of the council, but it was 
fruitless; the collection went steadily on. This throws 
an instructive light on scutage. After the tax had been 
put in charge, it was difficult to resist payment. Here 
lay one advantage to the king of putting the scutage in 
charge when the host assembled. 

The method of assessment shows a return to the plan 
employed in the tenth of 1188, the personal oath of the 

'ad defenaionem regni nostri et recuperationeca juris nostri" 

[Britet CharttTi, Stubbs, 8th rd., p. 383; Rol. Lilt. Pat., p. Tib); 

recuperandam hKreditatcm suam in Nonnannia" {Wan., p. 9S8)i 

maDutcnendum guerram suam contra regem Francis" {HUtoria 

§t Cartttlarimn MonatUrii S. Petri Oloactttritr, RoUa Series, I, 93) ; 

"ad opus regtuDi, Bub pnetextu terranim quas ■ . . amiserst, per 

werram recuperandanun" (Cov^ II, 198). 
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property holder before the justices. Perhaps the king 
thought that the fear of punishment for false swearing 
nould be more eiFective if each man were held to account 
for his own property than if a jury were employed. 
Perhaps it was thought that the former method would 
be quicker. The clergy opposed the assessment on their 
demesne lands and the king allowed them to compound, 
an illustration of the strength of the opposition to a tax 
on property. 

At flrst sight, the thirteenth seems to have been with- 
out result on the financial policy of the government, for 
another tax on moveables did not come till 1225. The 
reason why none was taken in John's reign lies in the 
political situation. The king could not levy it again till 
a certain interval had passed. By 1212, the trouble with 
the pope and the barons had reached such a pass that a 
tax on moveables was no longer feasible. In Henry Ill's 
reign, when an unusual effort was to be put forth in 1225 
in order to retain the provinces in France, the scutage 
and the carucage were passed over and a tax on move- 
ables taken. There can hardly be a doubt that this was 
because of the memory of the great yield of the thirteenth 
of 1207.' 

Two meetings of the magnates were held in connection 
with the taxation of J_207. John had returned from 
Poitou in December, 1206; the great council was sum- 
moned and met at London on January. 8, 1207. It was 
composed of the bishops, abbots, priors, earls, and barons. 
The king asked the bishops and abbots to make him a 
grant from the revenues of the beneficed clergy.' It was 

3 That the thirteenth was Dot forgotten is shown by the reference 
to it in 1343 when the bHrons speak of It as granted to Henry III 
(Matthew Paris, Chronica Majora, IV, 166). As a thirteenth had 
never been granted to him, it is clear that the barons were thinking 
of the levy of 190T, 

■ Wm., p. US. 
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not the first time that he had tried to levy a tax on them, 
for in 1202 he had written to the clergy of the province 
of Canterbury asking for an aid.* In 1207, the prelates 
refused to accede to his request. The council was pro- 
rogued till February 2, when it ra«t at Oxford with a very 
full attendance. The king repeated his request and after 
discussion he was again refused. He then apparently 
abandoned his attempt to persuade the ecclesiastics 
present to consent to this tax on the property of the 
churches, but he did not give up his intention of getting 
a tax granted. After a session of a week, the council 
' agreed to levy a thirteenth on personal property and - 

revenues.' Although there was opposition to this also, 

I it was unsuccessful.* The tax was levied on the property 

i not only of laymen, but also of the clergy. The chroni- 

' clers state that both the clergy and the laity paid it.^ 

When some of the prelates compounded in a lump sum 

for their thirteenth, the king advised his collectors of the 

fact and this was evidently a notice to them not to make 

I * Bol. Litl. Pat., p. 16a. 

I t "congregatR InflnitB multitadlne prRlatorum ecolesie el magnatl- 

I bns regni" [Wae., p. 358); Wend, III, 909! Cov., II, 198; Gerv. 

CanU 11, Ivii; Selerl CharUr>, p. 283; WW., p. 79; Annalei d» 

Margan, ed. Luard, Rolls Series, p. 38; A nnalet IHonaaterii de Burton, 

ed. Luard, Rolls Series, p. 209; DutuI., p. 29; Annalei Momuttrii 

d» Btrmmidueia, p. 450; Annalti Cambriir, p. 66. The Warerley 

chronicle says that the council was held on Feliruary 9 and Wcndover 

on February 2; February 9 was the close of the session ("in octavU 

. Puriflcationis B. Marie, si^ilicet ad terminum concilil," Bittet 

LOharttri, p. S83) and probably February 2 was the date of the 

I opening. 

F < "cuDctis murmuTantibua"; cf. the action of the archbishop of Yoric 

' "quilibet laicus homo . . . de cujuscunque feodo sit . . . det nobia 

in ftuxLliuro etc." (Srlecl Charlert, above); "tam de laicis quam vlri* 

ecclcaiaslicis et prslatls" (Wend., Itl, £10); "ab ecclesiastic! s slcut 

a laids" (Cov., II, 199) ; "de episcopla, abbatibus, prioribus, canonlcis, 

L dericU, laicis, divitibus, et de omni populo simul" {ChronicUi of 

I (k« Retgju of Stephtn. Btnrg It and Richard I, ed. Hewlett, Rolls 

iBeries, ContinwUion of William of Xtwburgh'* Bittory, II, 50S). 
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the aBsesBinent on those lands. ^ Further, when some 
churchmen refused to pay anything, the king dealt with 
them in summary style. The case of the archbishop of 
York is familiar. As he refused to yield, he was obliged 
to leave England, and the king took the archbishopric 
into his hand." The abbot of Seleby had to pay forty 
marks and two palfreys that the king would remit his 
malevolence because he had refused to give the thirteenth, 
for which he was ordered to be amerced ad plus quod 
posset.'" The abbot of Fumess refused to pay and his 
goods were seized and sold." This is evidence enough 
to show that the clergy as well as the laity were liable 
for the thirteenth. The churches were probably not 
taxed, or if they were, the collectors did not at once make 
a general assessment on them, though some of the fines 
are said to have been paid partly for quittance of the aid 
owed by the parochial churches.'" After the council in 
February, the king sent letters to the clergy of Canter- 
bury, and received a reply that they would decide after 
Easter what aid they would make him. Probably no 
grant was made at that time, for John wrote again in 
May asking that each give him a lump sum.'* At any 
rate the king did not collect the thirteenth from the 
churches on the authority of the grant in the great 
council. The Cistercians and the Hospitallers were 
exempt." The king did not insist on an assessment of 
the property of the prelates. Some paid a lump sura 
called a fine or a doaum. This was not a payment 

»Bot. Lilt. Claut., I, T9a, bishop of Bath; Ub, abbot of Abiugdon; 
T9b., prior of Hurl'. 
» Wend., Ill, 910. 

10 Madox. I, 474, n. a. 

11 Rot, Liu. Clout., I, 85a. 
i» Ibid., I, 79a, »0b, 

" Rot. Lilt. Pal., pp. 7lb, Tfla. 

"Rot. Litl. Claut., I, 81b; Wav.. p. 2SS. 
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extorted from tenants who did not hold by lay tenure 
and hence were not liable for the thirteenth ; for by reason 
of this tine, the king, in some cases at least, granted to 
the tenants of each prelate estmption from assessment 
by the county officials.'* These fines were round sums 
which did not bear any direct relation to the value of 
the property. The bishop of Bath paid 700 marks;" 
the prior and monks of Canterbury 1,000 marks;" the 
abbot of Abingdon 600 marks;" the prior of Dunstable 
111 marks." Perhaps the churchmen as a rule made 
their contribution in this way. An entry in the Fine Rolls 
favors such a conclusion for it summarizes the returns 
under the headings, the common thirteenth, the fines of 
religious men, and the dona of bishops.'" The prelate 
could recoup himself, in part at least, by levying an aid 
on his tenants with the king's permission." A single 
reference shows that the towns, that is, the royal demesne, 
were assessed for the thirteenth: the king ordered the 
bailiffs of Bristol not to prevent the departure of the 
merchants of Breteuil on account of this tax.^' Hence 
we may conclude that other towns as well were paying it. 
The assessment was made by special justices sent into 
each county. The number seems to hare been large; in 
Lincolnshire there were fourteen.'* They were divided 

It "pro habenda quictanda de domlnlcis, fcodis, hominibtu, et 
omnibus tenentibus suis . . . de auxitio" (Rot. Lilt. Clav*., I, Mb, 
79a). 

10 Rot. Obi., p. 413. 

» Rot. Lilt. Clout., 1, Sib. 

i» Duatt., p. 29. 

iORot. Obl.,p.iS9. 

"Rol. lAtt. Claiu., I, 84b, the abbot of Abingdon; "Phllippus 
cpiscopus DunelmenslB r c de M libris, pro habenda bi^nerolentia 
re^E . . . et pro habrndo nuailio de terris suis quod modo assUum 
est, sciUcet de marea xli d" (Madox, 1. 408, n. «.). 

MRot. Lilt. Claw.. I, 81a. 

HGerv. Cant, II. lix. 
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icto groups, each taking a different part of the county, 
in order to conclude the work more quickly. They were 
to assess each vill by itself. Probably the sheriff sum- 
moned all the men of the vill to meet the justices. The 
bailiffs of the earls and barons holding property in the 
vill swore to the value of their lords' revenues and move- 
ables as well as that of their own. The other men of 
the vill made oath in person. A roll was drawn up in 
duplicate. One copy was given to the sheriff; the other 
was retained by the assessors for delivery at the ex- 
chequer. The officials took oath to perform their duties 
faithfully*' and attempts to defraud by false swearing or 
by concealment of goods were punishable by imprisonment 
and confiscation of chattels. The assessment was made 
quickly; in May much of it was completed, for on May 25, 
the king sent a new set of justices to Warwickshire to 
correct mistakes of the first assessment.'" As soon as 
the assessment of a vill was completed, the roll was 
delivered to the sheriff and he began the collection. It 
was to be paid within two weeks," but in fftct it took the 
whole summer to finish the work.'^ The punishments 
threatened in the writ were carried out. Men were fined, 
disseized, and imprisoned for false swearing and for 
refusal to swear to the value of their property. William 
and Gerard de Lancaster were thrown into the Fleet 

'* Rot. Litl. Pat., p. T3; Sihcl CharUr; p. 983. 

36 Ibid. 

sa "Liberentur (rotuli) vieetomiti colligendum per lerminuni quin- 
dente in quindenom cum omni festinatione." 

IT Lieberaiann, p. 184: "et incepit htec eolleota t, Purificatione 
beat^ Mariff et durarit usque nil festum S. Miditlis" (Jan. d« 
Birmundeieia, p. 450}. A collector might keep the money for a long 
time. In 1212, the sheriff of Hertfordshire was ordered to produce 
Thomas de Wylie before the exchequer "ad ostendcndnm quare non 
pacavlt nobis ducentas mareas de lacto tredeclme" (Rot. Lilt. CUmu., 
I, llTa). 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY III 



prison for the thirteenth ;'° Roaldo Fitz Alan was dls- 
seized of Richmond castle for refusal to swear." Some 
men in Lincolnshire sought to escape assessment by 
depositing their property with religious houses and the 
king threatened to seize the property of the houses if 
they did not surrender it."* The amount raised was over 
£60,000." Such a sum was striking testimony to the 
inefficiency of the scutage as a tax, which in 1206 
amounted only to about 4,000 marks," 

This tax is a step in the transition from feudal to 
national taxation, and certain features of it are deserving 
of attention. It was levied not aa one of the three aids, 
or in connection with a campaign just completed, as the 
composition for service, or one in progress, or about to 
be begun. Its purpose was to carry on a war to be under- 
taken at some undetermined time in the future; this 
principle, if established, would give the king an almost 
unrestricted right of taxation. It was levied on property. 
It was national in scope, all classes (except perhaps the 
bene6ced clergy and some religious orders) being subject 
to the same levy. The method of assessment and collec- 
tion was national, not feudal. The territorial unit of 
the levy was the vill, a national unit, and not the feudal 
holding; the work was done by royal officials, not the 

1»»Rot. Liu. Pat., p. 73ft. 
'*Ibid.; Rot. Obi., p. 3T9; see also the cases of WilliaDi Frankelein 
(ibid., p. 3Ti) and Philip de Vnloines (Rot. Lilt. Clam., I, 85a). 
"•Rot. Lilt. Pal., p. Tla. 
» "Recepta totius tredecime tarn de commuiii quam de flnlbus 
religiosorum ct de donU episeoporuni quinquaginta el Beptem millia 
CCCC xxi li. xi s V d. SummB debiti totius tredccime, duo millia 
SMcent' XV li. v sol, x den. cxcepto dcbito viceeoiuitis ^uasex' et vice- 
eomitis Cumberland' qui nondum computaverunl et exceptis alits 
quibusdam que vobis pleniua dicemus cum ad vos veniemus" (Bot. 
Obi., p. U9). 
" See above, p. TS. Cf. also the amounts realised by aids levied on 
the knight's fee, below, pp, 136, 343, aST. 
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feudal tenants. Another fact worth noticing is that 
there was no use of local machinery in the work of assess- 
ment; each man assessed himself in the presence of the 
justices. 
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CHAPTER IV 
The Taxes in Detail from 1208 to 1216 



I 



T~VJUiUNG Uk next ivw years, much ot the property . 
■*— ' of the church was in hand a.ud the king derived 
considerable income from it; there were also exactions 
from religious orders. While these returns increased the 
royal revenue, they had little or no result in developing 
a system of taxation. The regular levies of the period 
consisted of four scutages and two tallages.' The scutages 
differed on the whole from those of the earlier part of the 
reign. Only one, the scuta gc of Scotland, could be legall y 
questioned; the others were fully justified b y the law. 
But there is e vid ence that the baro ns were beginning to 
criticise the occasions on wh ich the king took scutage, 
and in 1214, as is well known, the northern baro ns refused 
to pay t he scutage of Poitou on the ground that they 
did not owe service in France . Only one of the scutages, 
tiiat of Ireland, was generally accompanied by fines, which, 
as it happened, were the highest that had ever been levied. 
Id the scutage of Scotland, some tenants paid scutage at 
a rate higher than the prevailing rate of the year, so that 
ffect they paid fines. It is also to be noticed that the 
rate of scutage in two cases, those of Ireland and Poitou, 
was three marks per fee, the highest ever reached in the 
iiistory of the tax. In every case the scutages were taken 
lonly from those tenants who had failed to perform their 

1 In 1211, there were some fines levied on the 
Vslter, Eiutue de Vescy, and the bishops who o 
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service, though some of the tenants served with only part 
of their contingents. 

The tallage, it will be noticed, was levied only once in 
connection with a scutage, viz., in 1210, and then it 
resembled the scutage of Ireland of the same year in the 
enormous amounts paid. The total tallage charged would 
approach 15,000 marks, ao unprecedented sum. The 
only other tallage of this period was taken in 1214, but 
it had no connection with the scutage of that year. It 
was taken to raise money to pay the indemnity for the 
interdict. The king does not seem to have lacked money 
during this period, a condition due in part to the 
tulditions to his income from the church lands. 



The Scutage of Scotland 

In June or July, 1209, John summoned the host against 
the king of Scots to enforce security for his loyalty. He 
marched north as far as Norham where, without any 
fighting, a treaty was made on August 7.' In connection 
with this expedition, a scutage at twenty shillings was 
levied. Some accounts of it appear in the rolls of 1209 
and 1210, but most of the counties reported in 1211 
(18 John).' 

1 Norgate, John Laekland, p. 133; Gerv. Cant., II, 303. Ooe of the 

terms of the treaty was that King William was to pay John 15,000 
marks (Ryraer, I, 103) ; £13,000 (Chronieoti dt Lantreoit, ed. Steven- 
son, Bannatyne Club, p. T)i 13,000 marks (Weod., Ill, !»6); 11,000 
marks (Matthew Paris, II, 6SS). Part of this sum had been paid 
In 1311; "et in cariagio vii milia marcarum de flne regis Scottomin 
■ Norham usque ad Notingeham" (Pipe Roll, 13 John, m. 4 d). 

» Deron and Cumberland account in full and Dorset and Somerset, 
Bucks and Bedford in part In 1909; in 1310, there are returns for 
Sussex, Berks, and pert of Esseii and Hertford. No full returns 
appear in any year for Dorset and Somerset, Kent, Stafford, Salop, 
or Wigom. 

H 
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The account follows : 



Fines* 




878 


8 


8 on 240 fees 


Scutage at 203 




1808 


10 


9 on 869 fees 


Additional 




8 








Total' 




2185 


6 


1 


Fees taxed, about. 


1110 








Paid, 18 John 




769 


U 


8 



Practically all the tenants holding five fees or more 
received writs of quittance, probably because of service 
with the host. Stephen de Hamton was charged with 
twenty shillings on one fee. He was quit because he sent 
his son in his stead/ There is no account of the scutages 
of Lancashire or Hereford because all the knights of 
those counties were in the host.' Thus John did not allow 
the military service to be commuted into money at the will 
of the tenants. One very important tenant fined : the earl 
of Albemarle.' He paid 132m on 33 fees, or 4m per fee, 

i Some tenants pay at rates different from the prevailing one of 
90b. In Devon, several pay BOms "de BCutsgio Scocla:'' which equal 
9m per feet knights ot the honors of Oliver de Tracy, T2in on 94 
fees; Hawise de Courtney, £185 lis Sd on 93 + fees; abbey of Tavi- 
stock, £33 on 16 fees; tenants of the honor of Berdestaple, 84m on 
B9 fees. Part of one honor (Toteness) pays at 2m per fee (Pipe 
Roll, 11 John, m. 8, 13). The earl of Albemarle paid 13Sin on 33 
fees "scilicet iiii marc, de acuto" (ibid., 13 John, m. 1, 4). These 
have been added as fines. 

" Number of fees imknowo, 

" The bulk of this levy falls on honors In handj at least, 1,919m 3s 4d 
on 731 fees are of this des<rripllon. Of the remainder, 966m 9s Sd, 
over a fourth, fell on one holding, th« honor of Okehampton, held 
by Hawise de Courtney, 9Tgm 5s on 93 4- fees. 

' "Scd non debet summonerl quia misit fllium suum in exercltum" 
(Pipe Roll, 13 John, Oxf., m. 91 d). 

'Farrer, Lane. Pipe Roll, p. 241 ; Pipe Roll, 13 John, Heref., m. 
7 d; likewise for the archbishopric of Canterbury, m. 5 d; for BHan 
de L'lslc, m, 3 d; for Robert de Vieux-Pont, m. 4. 

• Other lay tenants who held more than five fees and were not 
exempt were: Baldwin Wak and Cecilia de Crevequor in Lincoln- 
■hlrej WiUiam de Windsor in Bucks and Bedford; Robert de Tura- 
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though the rate of Bcutage was 20s. '" The tenant who 
failed to perform his service did not always escape with 
the pajment of scutage or a moderate fine. Duncan de 
Lascels was disseized of 3|^ fees, because he was not in 
the army of Scotland and he had to pay a fine of 65m to 
recover his land." The abbot of Michelney had to pay 
lOOra because he neither came himself nor sent his ser- 
vice." The exchequer might deal directly with the rear- 
vassal. When the tenant in chief was charged with 
scutage, the amount due from the sub-tenant might be 
pardoned." This also shows that the scutage fell back 
on the rear-vassal. 



The Scutage of Ireland (1210) 

The expedition to Ireland set sail on June 6, 1210, and 
was back again in England on August 29, The campaign 
lasted therefore about eighty days.'* According to the 
chroniclers the army was large," being composed of 
knights and sergeants holding by military service and of 
mercenaries as well.'* Those who responded to the sum- 
mons to the array usually did not furnish the whole 

ham in York; and Roger dc Berkeley in Gloucestershire. Some of 
these may have been in hand. 

10 Pipe Roll, 13 John, Norf. and Suff., Bucks and Bedf. and York, 
m. I, 4, 91. 

11 Pipe Roll, 13 John, m. 9. 
uJMd., II John, m. 9 d. 

1' The earl of Albemarle owed 139ni of fine in Yorkshire; he paid 
so much "et in perdonls Ricardo de Argent' iii msre. per breve regis" 
(Pipe Roll, 13 John, m. 4} ; the sheriff accounted for £13 of the 
scutage of Cecilia de Crevequor, paid so much "et in perdonls 
Alexsndro de Ncvilla )wt soL per breve regis" {ibid., 14 John, m. 

la d). 

M Wend., Ill, 933, 934. 

""coUeclo multo exercilu" (Wac, p. 96S); "coploso exercitu 
congregato" (Wend^ above). 

n "Proestitnm factum oiititibus Flandren" " (Rot. Lib., pp. 1T4, 
195, 310, SU). 
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number of knights due from them, nor was it expected 
apparently that they should. The abbot of PerBhore 
owed the service of two knights and one was summoned; 
the abbot of Evesham owed the service of four and a half 
knights and two were summoned." Gilbert Peke held 
19 + fees and sent two knights." The Prsestita Roll of 
this year contains long lists of sums loaned by the king 
to the members of his force and in several cases enters the 
number of knights for wliose use the money was advanced. 
This number probably represents the knights present with 
the tenant in chief. As a rule it was much smaller than 
either the servitium debitum or the number for which the 
tenant in chief usually responded for scutage. The 
following are some examples : 





Knights 


Fees 




present 


held" 


Earl Warenne 


8 


60 


Robert de Tateshall 


8 


25 


William Malet 


6 


21 + 


Earl Albericus 


6 


80^ 


Bishop of Salisbury 


9 


82 


Ralph Sudley 


2 


8 


Robert de Mara . 


2 


4 


Robert de Turnham 


8 


81 + 


Henry de Oilty 


2 


82% 


Geoffrey Fitz Peter 


10 


98V3 


Earl of Hereford . 


10 


80!4 


Countess of Clare . 


2 


9 + 


Nigel de Luvetot . 


2 


16 


Robert Marmion 


S 


23 


Gilbert Gaunt 


6 


6B% 


GUbert Peke 


^20 


19 + 



11 pipe Boll. 12 John, Wigom., m. IS d. 
18 Ibid.. Narr. and Suff., m. 4. 

'■ In this list the numbers are either the servitium debitum or the 
number of fees for which the tenants in chief usually respond. 

IS This is the number of knights that we know Gilbert sent; see 

VI 
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In connection with this campaign there were collected 
a scutage, fines, and a tallage. 

The roll is incomplete. Most of the tenants do not 
appear at all. In only one bailiwick (Norfolk and 
Sufifolk) is a list of writs of quittance given. For York- 
shire and Northumberland it is stated that only part of 
the account was rendered at the exchequer. For Salop 
no return was made. Many names appear which cannot 
be identified and which never appear again. The following 
is the account : 

M a d Fees 

482 
2711^" 



12 6 



Fines 


6,968 


ScDtage 


800 


Additional" 


1,471 


Sergeants" . 


979 


Total charged 


. 10,214 


Paid, 12 and 18 John . 


8,496 



According to the Red Book, the rate of this scutage 
was two marks," but most of the tenants who accounted 
for sums de icutagio paid at the rate of three marks ; for 
example, the honor of £ye was charged with 270m (90 
fees) ;*' that of Walter de Lacy'* and of Hawise de 



note 18. For the number of knights present as given in thU list, 
see Rot. Lib., pp. ITT, 109, 103, 90T, SIS, 319, 231, S3i, 935, 9S6. 

>i 2501^ fees pay at 3m per tee. Ralph Basset pays SOm "pro 
con eel a men to servitii su! et pro fine psssagil" (Pipe Roll, 19 John, 
Notts, and Derby, m. 19). He held 15 fees. I hare included this 
amount as a scutage at Im, 

" Number of fees unknown. 

^^ Of this sum, 4941,^ are charged in Cumberland on sergeants, 

=* Red Book, I, 19. 

i'>£lSO, "de scutagio militum honoris de Eia, scilicet de quater 
XX et X feodis" (Pipe Roll, 1:9 John, Norf. and Suff., to. 4). Usually, 
901i fees. 

a* Ibid., Heref, m. 13 d. 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY HI 

Courtney" at three mitrks. On the average the fines 
e xceeded anj'thins imposed be fore. Though the numljer 
of fees recorded in the roll is small, jet, as both great and 
small holdings are included, the sums demanded may 
fairly be regarded as typical. The abbey of Ramsey 
(in hand) paid 258m 6s id; the abbey of Peterborough 
(in hand, 60 fees) paid 364m 58 4d;" the bishopric of 
Durham (in hand, 10 fees) paid 2,279m 3s id." Aside 
from these three holdings, about 360 fees paid about 
4!,000 marks of fines, or at the rate of over 10 marks per 
fee. 

Some greater lay tenants who fined were: the earl of 
Clare, 500m on 140 + fees;" Henry Luvel, 330m on 18 
fees;" Hubert Fitz Ralph, 210m on 16 fees," These 
fines are heavy. Some tenants in chief sent knights in 
their stead, but had to fine for the privilege.'* Cases of 
disseizin occur for failure to answer the summons, either 
by sending the quota of knights demanded or by making 



■'She Bcoonnts for £185 10a "de scutagio YbemlK de scuts^o 
quatcr xx et xii mllitibus et tribus partibus uoius militis . . . scilicet 
de quolibet feodo lii niBrc." (ibid., Det'on, m. IS). The cuslodiaa of 
the abbey of Abbolsburj In hU account has the Item "et de xl sol. 
de scutagio feodi i militU de scutagio Ybernias" (,ibid., m. 1). It 
aeems probable that the rate of this scutage wa^ 3m. However part 
of the fee of WilUam de Braosc, in hand, pajd scutage at 4ni i>er 
tec (ibid., m. 6 d), which haa been added aa a fine. 

>a Pipe Roll, a John, m. 19. 

aa Ibid., 13 JohD, m, 4 d. 

">lbid.. 13 John, Norf. and Suff., m. 4. 

*i/6W., Dora, and Somers., ra. 8; SOOm and 3 "optimos" palfreya. 

"Ibid., Notts, and Derby, in. 19; SOOm and 3 palfreys. 

■B Gilbert Peke paid 40m to send 3 knights pro te (ibid., Norf. 
and Suff.); Hugh de Botebcc 30m to send 3 knights pro m (S fees) 
(ibid., Northumb.t ra. 10 d); Ralph de Trlhamlon 1 palfrey to send 
hla uncle pro at (ibid.. Line, in. S); Walter de Vcr one good palfrey 
to send I knight pro fa (ibid.) ; he held of the bishopric of Lincoln 
which was in band. 
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a satisfactory fine,'* The king could not at will collect 
scutage or fine from those who were not tenants in chief. 
The law protected them, Hugh de Canvill was summoned 
to cross with the king. He protested and paid thirty 
marks for an inquest to determine whether or not his 
two and one-fourth fees were held of the king.*" The 
inference is that if he were not an immediate vassal, he 
was not liable to the king for anything in connection with 
thia expedition. The tallage was levied on cities, towns, 
and the king's manors,"' and lands In hand. The greater 
part accounted for fell on towns and cities, all of wliich 
compounded and determined the incidence themselves. 
Sometimes the towns paid the tallage into the exchequer 
and sometimes to the sheriff," Sums were also charged 
against persons, probably of the king's manors, which 
were collected by the sheriff," The total amount entered 
in the roll, not including lands in hand, was 12,416m Is 



St Albreda de Lincoln "quia non habuit 1 militem in scrvltio regis" 
(ibid.. Dors, and Souiers,, to. 7); Malgerus le Vavasour "co quod 
non Iransfretavit . . . n« flnem fecit pro passagio suo" (ibid., York, 
m. 19 d) ; Matthew de CUvcdon "eo quod non tronsfrctavit . . . quia 
finis X marcarum non fuit sufficiens {ibid., Heref., m. 9 d); Geoffrey 
de Mandeville 50io and 1 palfrey "pro habenda ssislna tcrr« ms 
unde fuit dissaisltua eo quod non ivit cum rege in Vberniam (ibid., 
H John, M'ilts, m. 16); Roger dc CramaviU, Elias Glaant (Madox, 
I. 491, n. d, 663, n. x). 

30 "pro habenda inquisitione an teneat df rege teoda ii militura et I 
quartern, unde summonitus fuit ad trans fretandum" (Pipe Roll, 13 
John, War. and Leic, m. 9). 

9° "taillagia maneriorum" ; "compotus non redditur hie . , , de 
taillagils hominum vel maneriorum" (ibid., Comw., Northumb., m. 
7, 10 d). 

1' "Homines de Bristou r c de milie marcis de eodemj in thesauro 
D marc, et Engelardo de Cigoni D marc, ad ponendum in tltesauro 
regis per breve regis et quLeti sunt" (Pipe Roll, 13 John, m. 13). 
UsubUj' the sheriff accounts for the tallage at the exchequer. 

B^The sheriff accounts for 49>^m of the tallage "hominum quorum 
nomina annotantur in orlginali" (Pipe Roll, 13 John, Wilts, m. S). 

100 
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tmd it was nearly all paid in 1210.*' The accouilt given 
is incomplete. Both the sums levied on individual towns' 
and the sum total show a marked Increase in the tallage . 
this year. 



The Scutage of Wales, 1211 



John made two expeditions ag'ainst the Welsh in 1211, 
one in May and one in July, The first failed through lack 
of supplies, but the second with a larger army and abun- 
dance of provisions was successful.*" The full quota of 
knights either did not respond to the first summons or 
was not summoned, and there is one case which suggests 
that individual tenants did not furnish their full con- 
tingents." The second campaign lasted about forty days, 
from July 8 till August 15. At the close, a scutage was 
taken from those who had not taken part." A few tenants 
paid fines. 



^^^V *>'I1)tB includes 30 counties. London Is entered in 1911 1 "Qves 
^^^ London' r c de MM marc de dono" (Pipe Roll, 13 John, m. 9 d). 
The tallage of the following counties is not entered in the Pipe RoU: 
Yorlc, Kent, Sussex, Salop, Stafford, and Lancashire. Only a small 
part of tlie levy in Northumlierland and Lincolnshire is recorded. A 
complete account of this levy would probably bring it up to 15,000 
mart(S, though this Hgure would not include tallages levied on lands 
in hand. 

^ojnn. Oamb.. pp. OT, OS; Coy., II, iOS; Wend., Ill, 335; Norgnte, 
John Lackland, p. 1&8; Liebennnnn, Vngtdr. Angto-Norm. Oeieh.- 
QutUtn, Annalei S. Atbani, p, 169. 

<i Robert de Mandevill was charged with SBl^m of scutage. He 

I was first pardoned 8m by the Iting for some reason wWch is not 
stated. He was later pardoned the balance because he sent knights 
to Poitou (Pipe Roll, 13 John, Dora, and Somcrs., m. 7 d). May 
not the first sum pardoned refer to the service of 1 knights in Wales? 
•t Wend., Ill, 336; Lieberm&nn, Aim. 8. Edm., p. ISOt "de scutaglo 
miiitum qui non fuerunt in excrcitu Walllv" (Pipe RoU, 13 John, 
York, m. 4 d), 
101 
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TJie-WcfioQnt'of the scutage follows: 
\ ■■. ;■. - '■ Mad 

, -Clencal tenants" 1,714 2 B 

Seventy-two lay tenants (each 6 or more 

fees}" 8,741 6 10 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 fees, 

etc.)" 1.091 1 10 

Total 6,e+6 II fi 

Fines" 277 12 10 

Total" 6,824 10 II 

Paid, 18 and 14 John .... 8,774 10 2 
Pees taxed, over 8SO0. 

Thus the levy was charged against ahout half of the fees 
of England. Nearly all the churchmen were taxed. The 
number of lay tenants holding five fees or more who 
contributed, seventy-two in number, is noteworthy. The 
list includes the earl of Hereford, 30% fees; Henry de 
Oilli, 32 + fees; the earl of Albemarle, 33 fees; Alfred 



43 This entry includes cliarges of 436m 63 5d against the new 
enfeoffment of church lands in liand. 

«*Some of these are in hind; Peverel, ISTm; Robert de Tateshal, 
dOm; Chokes, SOm; Honor of Gloucester, 654iii 4s; honor of Thomas 
of St. Valery accounts for B6m 8s j the rape of Hastings accounts 
for 10*m, 

•B About SS5m were on honors in hand: Lancaster, lOnii honor of 
the count of Perche, 2Um 6s lod (Pipe Roll, II John, m. l)i of the 
constable of Chester, 231nj 3s 4d (ibid.); of the honor of Brecknock, 
etc., of WilUatn de Braose, 109m 5s Sd {ibid., m. IT); part of the 
honor of Angrie, S3m 6sj half of the old cnfeofTment and all the new 
enfeoffment of Totness, 91m ISs; part of Wallingford, 114m; 
Knaresburgh, 31m 6d. Tliis leaves about 300m on tenants in chief 
holding fewer than S fees each. 

"The abbey of Ramsey paid lOOm on 4 fees (Pipe Roll, 13 John, 
Cant, and Hunt., m. 8) ; the men in note 59 may be military 
tenants. ITTm 19s lOd are charged against SB^-j- fees of the honor 
of Mortain; this is a fine, for these fees paid at % the ordinary rate. 

" At least IjlOOm of this sum were pardoned. 
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of Lincoln, 25 + fees;'* Robert de Cardman;" the earl 
of Devon, 89 fees." 

This scutage was in general a commutation for service. 
Tenants who performed their service paid no scutage on 
any of their fees," but those who were liable for scutage 
might pay on their fees in the different counties where 
their lands lay. Sometimes the sheriff collected from the 
rear- vassals," though it may be doubted whether this 
was ordinarily done. The cliarge in the roll was regularly 
made against the tenant in chief, not against the sub- 
tenant. If for any reason part of the fee changed hands 
temporarily, the debit was changed accordingly. Had 



isPipe Holl, 13 John, Wilts, m. I3( Oxf., m. 91 d; York, m. i; 
Dors, fuid Somers., m. T d. 

*»Ibid., Com., m. IS d. 71 fees of Mortain paying at % the regular 
rate. 

I" Ibid., Devon, m. 10 d. The only account of the reign of John 
before this year which seems to give a complete statement of the earl's 
fees, states that he holds IS fees "quos reeognoscit" and 45 fees "quos 
non recognoscit" {Rot. Caw., 3 John, p. US; see also the scutage of 
USS, Btd Book, I, 68, for the same statement). Round says that the 
earl's servltium debitum under Henry II was 15 fees as "the scutages 
record him as paving always on 15 knights, quos recognoscit — the 
formula for servltium dcbilura" (f»urfal England, p. 255). Froio 
1211 on, this holding always paid on 99 fees, but the figure does not 
represent a new assessment as the Red Book states that in 116T Earl 
Reginald of Cornwall held 69 fees whi4!h belong to the earl of Devon 
(Rprf Book, I, 43). 

°> Thus a tenant was acquitted in more than one county: the earl 
of Arundel in Kent, Sussex, Norf., and Suff. If the writ uf exemp- 
tion was not at first secured, the tenant was able to prereot the 
Bheriff from collecting scutage from himself or his men. This Is 
the meaning of cases where tenants are entered in the roll as owing 
scutage, but no payment has been made. A note was added after 
the roll had been drawn up: "sed postea habuit quletanclam per 
breve" {t.g. Fulk FiU Warren, Robert de Berkele]^, William Earl 
Marshal, Pipe Roll. 13 John, m. 11 d, 13 d). 

"Henry de Oilli accounts for 64m 8s lid; in Oxford, he pays in 
tbessuro eil^m 3s fid "in xii talliis in quibus nomina militum suorum 
annotaotur qui denarios reddiderunt" and 4m by the sheriff of Bucks 
and Bedf. (ibid, Oxf., m. 21 d}). 
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the acutage been collected from the rear-vasaal by the 
sheriff, such bookkeeping would not have been necessary," 
Nevertheless, the scutage was shifted to the rear-vassal. 
If he for any reason were unable to pay, his lord would 
be granted a delay;" scutage on land in hand was not 
demanded of the tenant in chief,'* and rear-vassals were 
also pardoned their scutage by the king.^' Honors in 
hand paid on all the knights enfeoffed. Thus the bishopric 
of Lincoln paid on about 101 fees instead of on 60; the 
archbishopric of York, on about 48 fees instead of on 
20; the bishopric of Exeter, on 1514 fees quos recognotdt 
and about 23 fees quoa now recognoscit ; the archbishopric 
of Canterbury, on 84% fees instead of on 60." 

The accounts of tlie scutages of Scotland and Wales 
as given in the roll of 13 John were evidently made out 
from the same lists of names. That more care than 
hitherto was taken in drawing up these accounts is shown 

5= The heirs of Doun Bardulf account for 50m on 25 fees: "to 
thcBtturo xll marc et super dominicum quod est in manu regis" 
ISm 4a 5d on 67^ fees "ct super dominicum quod domina habet in 
dote" 6m Ba lid on 31^ fees "et in perdonis Huberto de Burgo z 
marc, de v feodis" {ibid., Kotts. and Derby, m. 9 d); see below, 
note 55. The custodian of an honor In hand might collect from the 
rear-vassals and in that cose he was doubtless acting as did (he 
tenant in chief; thus Giun de Chancels accounts for the honor of 
Gloucester "per manum suam colligat" (m. 19 d). 

'■* Geoffrey de Chausir' accounts for 3m on 1^ fees, "In thcsauro 
zxx sol. et debet x sol. qui sunt super terrani Turstanl de Claudon' 
qui est in prisona" {ibid., Berks, m. 18). 

" The ear] of Hereford accounts for 61m, pays in Wilts so much 
"et per manum vicecomitis de Berkesira 1 marc." . . . "et debet x 
U. de quibus vi marc, sunt super Milonem de S. Mauro pro iii feodis 
et ii marc, super Ricardum de Lukinton' quorum terrie sunt in manu 
regis" {ibid., WUts, m. U) ; for Robert de Chandos, debts of the 4th. 
5th and 6th scutages {ibid., Hcref^ m. T d). 

" E.g. Richard de Argent' (scutage of Scotland, Ibid., York, m. 
4); in the archbishopric of Canterbury, in hand (m. 5 d) ; honor 
of Gloucester (m. IT d); abbot of Peterborough (m. 13); Godfrejr 
de Craucumb, holding of the heirs of Walter de CormeiUes (m, T d). 

" Pipe Roll, 13 John, m. 14 d, 10 d, 5 d. 
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by the fact that the number of fees held by the tenant 
was always stated whether he paid scut age or was 
acquitted.'* Such a statement was not regularly entered 
until this year, though the practice was customary after- 
ward. Some fines were levied on the royal demesne for 
the expedition to Wales."* 

The chroniclers state that after the Irish campaign, 
enormous sums were levied on the religious houses ; 
according to one, they were taxed £100,000 of which 
£■10,000 were levied on the Cistercians;*" according to 
another, that order paid £18,000;" according to a third, 
£22,200," but no such sums appear in the Pipe Roll. 
The Jews also were tallaged, one chronicler stating that 
they were charged with 66,000 marks." According to 
the Pipe Roll, the tallage was levied on the Jews on 
November 1, 1210, but the total amount is not given. 

»• When both scutagcs appear in Uie roll, the Scottish levy pre- 
cedes that of Wales; the number of fees in the latter account is often 
omitted, partieularly in the lists of writs of quittance. This omission 
ia due to the fact that the number has just been given in the account 
of the otlier levy. The reason for sucii a careful account is probably 
that tlie clerks made use of the informution obtained from the inquest 
made by John about this time (Round, Commnjn of London, p. 261; 
Hsll, Preface, Rtd Book of tht Exchequer, II, ccxwi-eodviii, for the 
discussion of this inquest). The entries of the Scottish acDtage 
given on the roUs of 1909 and 1910 do not give the same detailed " 
information (Pipe Roll, 11 Jolm, m. 13 d; 13 John, m. 9, 10). 

»£110 "de minutis flnlbus hominum coniitatuum ut remaneant ab 
cuercitu WalliK" (Pipe Roll, IS John, War. and Leic, m. S d) ; 
Dumt., p, 39. 

•oWend., lit. 935; 33,333 msrics, Libsr d» Antiquit Legibut, p. 301. 

*^ Morgan, pp. 99-30; £39,000 (Cogg., p. 164). 

>* Wav., p. 965; for other notices of exactions from the clergy, see 
Cont. Ckron. Will, dt Novo Burgo, in Chron. of Rtignt of Stephen, 
Btnrg II, and Richard I, 11, 510, 519; Gerv. Cant., II, 105; EUt. el 
Cart. Hon, 8. Petri Olouc, I, 94; Dunst., p. 39; Wint., p. 81; Theok., 
p. 59; Coy., II, 901-909. 

•" Wat)., p. 36*; Wend., Ill, 331; Gov., II, 903; Coat. Plor. Wig., 
ed. Thorpe, Engl. Hist Soc, II, ie9t Dmul., p. 39; Wint., p. 81; 
Gerr. Cant., II, 105, 
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Isaac of Norwich is said to have made a fine of 5,100 
marks; John Fitz Hugh accounted in 1211 for £2,159 lis 
of the tallage of the Jews which had been actually paid 



From 1206 to 1212, John's income was considerably 
increased bj the profits of church lands in hand. The 
entries given below amount to over £50,000. Some of 
this money was spent for the upkeep of the manors of 
the clergy, donations, etc., but by far the greater part 
came into the royal exchequer or was laid out for the 
king's benefit."" As this account is not exhaustive, the 
total amount received must have been much larger. A 

s«Pipc Roll, 13 Jnhn, m. 99. Ramssy, Angevin Empire, p. \36, 
thinks that this Isaac was the Jew mentioned br Wendover who 
was to lose a tooth a day till he agreed to pay 10,000 marks, but 
believes that the amount has been exaggerated by the chronicler. 
In this case, however, Wendover was correct as far as the amount 
goes. In 1S30, Hut>ert de Burgh accounted for £604 which he had 
received from Isaac of Norwich, Jew, "de fine unius marcte qualibet 
die regi reddendoe a pnedicto Isaac quamdiu rixerit donee de fine 
X milium marearutn que feeerat cum rege Johanne patre regis sit 
quietus" (Rot. Litl. Claue.. I, 459a; Pipe Roll, i Henry HI, m. 
4 d). If thiN Uaac is the Jew of the roll of 1911, he had his fine 
reduced to S,100 marks or had paid previously 4,900 marks. 

» Some arcouats were rendered in camera and do not appear in 
the Pipe Roll (see Pipe Rt41, 11 John, Devon, m. fi; 12 John. m. 19). 

1906 £ s d 

Arehbishopric of Canterbury 5,169 19 5 

Abbey of Hide 375 IS 5 

130T 
Bishopric of Lincoln (part o( 8th and all of 9lh year) 1,838 6 9 

Abbey of Ramsey, one year S91 7 3 

Bishopric of Encter, one year 65S S 10 

1308 

Bishopric of Durham (fines) 9,666 13 4 

Chertsey, three years 364 S 9 

Ramsey, one year . 509 1 

1309 

Abbey of Whitby, three years 414 1 9 
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leio £ B 

of Elneshnm, one year 19T 6 

■ Abbotsbury, one j-enr 149 19 

Holme, one and one half years 361 3 

Bishopric of Chichesler. one year .... 306 
Priory of Kenil worth, Stanes, and Kalewlcfa, one 

^(Uld one half yeara U5 10 

Ramsey, one year . 1,340 10 

Peterborough, one year 1,000 li 



Tewkesbury, three and one half years 
Holme, over one year .... 
■ Bishopric of Salisbury, more than one year 
Archbishopric of Canterbury, one-half year 
Priory of Canterbury, one-haU year 
Kenilworth, Stanes, Katewieh, one year ■ 
Eineaham, one year .... 

Abbotsbury, one year 
Durham, three and one half years . 
Ramsey, i 



Durham, three anc 
Ramsey, one year 

I Peterborough, one 
Bxeter, one year 
Battle, two years 
1919 
Bishoprie of Linco 
Archbishopric of ^ 
Whitby, two yeara 
Ramsey, one year 
Xieter, one-half yf 
Bishopric of Bath, 






^^B Total 



Bishopric of Lincoln, one year 
Archbishopric of York, one year 
Whitby, two years 
Ramsey, one year 
Xieter, one-half y 
Bishopric of Bath, one year 
Chichester, two years 
London, one and three fourths years 
Kenilworth, one-half year 
Archbishopric of Canterbury, one year 
Priory of Canterbury, one year 
Salisbury, one year .... 
AbboUbury, one year 
Durham, one year .... 
Bishopric of Worcester, one year , 
Sherburne, one and one half years . 
Middleton, one year 

of St. Edmunds, farm of abbey of St. 
Edmunds for three fourths year 
Total 



ie,TST 14 10 
1,3!0 18 9 
808 IT 9 



1,2*2 6 
413 19 
1,319 



53,414 3 S 



lOT 



i 
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Btatement in the Red Book of the exchequer makes it about 
£100,000." The arrangements made when the king and 
the pope were reconciled show that the total sura must 
have been very large. Innocent III thought that tlie 
indemnity should be about 100,000 marks." John him- 
self offered to compound with the clergy for a lump sum 
at this figure and promised to pay any additional damages 
which should be fixed by the bishops and the legate. This 
offer was not accepted by the English prelates as they 
preferred to ascertain first the total amount of compen- 
sation due." It was finally agreed that there should be 
an investigation of the whole amount of damages. In 
the meantime, John was to pay or give security (or 40,000 
marks and the interdict was to be raised. Then the king 



It will b« understood that these sums were the total Income of 
each of the clerical difisions during the time indicated. They were 
not in all respects extraordinary levies. The amount in eadi ease 
was swelled by taUagcs, aids, or scutage levied by the king, such, 
for example, ns are given in the following extracts from the roll 
of 13 John: Clerici of Wilts and Dorset, £il6 3s 9d de dono; abbey 
of Holme, £57 19s 4d dc auxilio; cleric! of Durham, £735 9s jd 
de dono; and the foUowIng, de tallagio: abbey of Ramsey, £SS 16s Bd; 
Peterborough, £80 I6s Sdj Exeter, £139 ISs 4d; Battle, £73 lis 9d 
(Pipe Roll. 13 John, m. 4 d, 5 d, 13 d, IT d). The account ot Brian 
de Insula also has a few interesting items: 40m of the abbot of York 
de dono; 100m of the canons of York de dono; £S0 of the abbot of 
Selcby de dono; 50m of master Columb, canon of York, de fine; SOOm 
of the abbot of Rucford de fine; 4fl9ra "de dono clericorum de Not- 
ingehamsira" ; 3,390in 12s id "de dono clericorum de Evcrwicsira 
cum Lankastr'"; 66Tm 18d "de dono clericorum episcopatus Karleoli" 
{i6W., m. 14 d). 

"■■ "Recepta a rege Johanne de episcopatibus, abbatiis, et allis 
clericis Anglis:, tempore interdicti pro Stephano archiepiscopo Can- 
tuariensi. . . . Summa totalis CM 11. et v marc, et v soL et iii den." 
{Red Book, II, 7T3-T73}. Possibly this is the amount reached by 
the investigation mentioned below. 

0' Ramsay, Angevin Empire, p. 446; Letters of Innocent III, Ub. 
xvi, no. dxiv, in Migne, Patrologitr Cvriut Compttlu* (Series 
Latina), Vol. CCXVI. col. 933. 

<» Wend, in, 2Ti. 

106 



J 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY IH 

should pay 12,000 marks annually in two payments of 
6,000 marks each, one on Ascension Day and the other 
on All Saints Day, till the total amount of compensation 
had been paid.*' 

An indication of discontent among the laity, or of 
John's fear of them, seems manifest from the numerous 
fines imposed by the king from 1209 till 1211 "pro 
habenda benevolentia regis,"" 

In 1218, there was danger of an invasion by the French. 

John summoned the host for defense. Efforts were made 

' to gather as large an army as passible, and with success. 

But even in this case, it is found that the tenants in chief 

came to the host with only part of their contingents," 



The Taxes op 1214 

In February, 1214, John invaded Poitou." The cam- 
paign lasted about eight months* till September, when a 

"Cogg., p. 16Bi Wend^ III, 388i Rot. Chart., 199a, 9CBbj Bot. 
Litt. Pal., p. ISSa; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 906. Sums already 
paid to the clergy were to be included. Of the sum of H.OOOm, to 
be paid before the interdict was lifted, a7,C00ni seem to have been 
actually paid (Wend., Ill, 383, sai); the payment of this amount 
is mentioned in Rot, Litt. Pat., pp. 106a, lOTa, in December, I9I3, 
•nd Janitary, 13U; of IS.OOOin in December, 1313 {Bot. Litt. Claut., 
I, liSn). John seems to have licen faithfully carrying out hia part 
of the bargain till the wor broke out between him and the barons. 
About November 1. liU, he paid the bishops 6,000m as had been 
agreed: "et liberate domino S. Cantuarien.<!ls archiepiscopo el episcopis 
fl millia marcarum apud S. Paul' London' die Sabbati In feato 
Omnium Sanctorum anno eodetn, de xii millia marcarum solvendum 
per annum per taxaclonem doraini papi" (Bot. Litt. Clam., I, lT5b). 

'" Roger Flu Adura "r c de millc maccis pro habenda benevolentia 
regis" (Pipe Roll, 11 John, m. li) ; see cases, ibid., 12 John, Kent, 
m. II d; Michael Belet, ibid., 13 John, m. 31 d. 

'■ There is on account of prffisUta made by John to members of 
an army at Canterbury. The date is gi^en as 14 John and probably 
relates to the host gathered to repel Philip's invasion. In each cose 
the number of knights supplied by each, tenant is given: "PrB^stitunl 
factum militibus apud Cantuar' " (Exch. K. R, Accounts, Bundle 385, 
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^^F truce was concluded frith Philip." 


The force which 


^^H accompanied the king was considerable, 


!:hough according 


^^^1 to one writer, most of the earls remained at home/* In 


^^H the Pipe Roll, however, many of the chief barons account 


^^M No. 3, m. 3. 3). It wiU be Dotlced that some 


of the tenants have 




following are some cases; 




Service Knights 




owed 




^^H William de Tresgoa . 


6 


3 


^^H Ralph Musard 




IS 


10 


^^H Robert de Mortemer . 




33 


s 


^^M Hugo Polnc 




7 


9 


^^H Gilbert de Gaunt 




68 


10 


^^M John de Munemue 




15 


Ifi 


^^^H John de Balua 




1 


8 


^^H Geoffrey Hose . 




1 


3 


^^M Ralph de SaUceto 




1 


1 1 sergeant 


^^H Simon dc Kime 




ii6 


5 


^^H Waller de Bstlegh 




10 


3 


^^H WiUiam de Puntdelarch 




1 


3 






10 


S 


^^1 Wiscard Leidet 




13 


s 


^^^1 Thurstan Basset 




6 


3 


^^H William de Albini 




33 


:o 


^^B WiUUm de E^rotigni 




s 


s 


^^^1 Simon de Caacy 




5 


3 


^^M Geoffrey de Pavllly . 




4 


3 


^^^1 Earl Devon 




89 


20 1 


^^M Ingelram Pratell 




1 


3 


^^^1 The service owed is the number of 


ees for 


which each tenant is 


^^H charged in the Pipe RoU in John's rt 


Jgn when the number of fees 


^^H l3 given in the roll. 






^^H "Cogg., p. 166; Wend., Ill, 980. 


He had 


plenty of money; "et 


^^H in cariagio x\ milia marcarum . . . 


Diviaia 


usque ad Win ton' " 


^^1 (Pipe Roll. 16 John, Wilts, m. 4) ; " 


ad perft 


iendum v miUa mar- 


^^M carum missarum in Flandr* " (ibid.. 


n. 3); a 


payment of 40,000m 


^^^M was ordered on February 1 (Rot. Lit 


Pat., p 


110a); see also Rot. 


^^H Litt. Claut., I, 306, 30Sa. 






^^H " Rymer, 134, 






^^^H '*"cuni paucia comitibus sed Inflnita 


multitudine militum inferioris 


^^^^^ fortuwe" {C«gg. p. 168). 






^^^^^L UO 


^ 


^^ 
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for loans received in Poitou and still others receive writs 
acquitting them of scutage.'* This indicates that they 
performed at least part of their service. The number of 
fees taxed was somewhat over 3,200. This leaves about 
8,000 exempt on account of service. But the number of 
English knighta who were with the host did not reach 
the latter figure because the tenants in chief sent only 
part of their service. The rape of Hastings, 6254 fees, 
sent four knights, the others contributing to their sup- 
port." Besides the greater tenants, the army contained 
lesser tenants and mercenaries.^'" The array was, how- 
ever, insufficient for the king's ne«ds and in July he wrote 

" Pipe Roll, 16 John, paiiim. 

''"Rot. Litt. Claui., I, 198a; "Habere fairiatis Thomae de Nevill' 
Bcutagium guum . . . pro cxercitu Pktsvie In quo militem suum 
nobiscum habuit" {ibid., ITTa) ; he held 41^1^8 fees (Pipe Roll. 16 
John, Bucks and Bedf., m. 2). In the Pipe RoU of 16 John there arc 
for the first time systemiitic sceounts in nearly all the counties of 
loans made by the king to men with the host under some such title as 
"De pnstito Pictavir." These loans were In part repaid. Occa- 
Bionaliy the number of knights Is given for whose use the money 
was borrowed. There is no statement that this i.s the whole number 
s probable that often 



Esse\ and Hert. 



^^B Roger de NevlU, 

■William de Tresgoi, 

Matthew Mantel, 

Robert Maldult, 

Geoffrey de Say, 

WilUam de NcvlU, 

Robert de Valoines, 

Robert de Amcnevlll, Glouc. . 

I Henry de Nevill, Line., York 

Earl Arundel, Sussex 

'William de Bocland, Berks 
i 



Bucks and Bedf. 
Kent 

Wilts . 

Berks . 



In Uberatinne CCC Walensium euntium v 
servllio regis" (Pipe RoU, 16 John. Heref., m. 
quittance include lesser tenants; see also note T6. 



:rsus Portesmue In 
13); the writs of 
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asking that more of the English knights come to his aid/* 
The taxation consisted of a scutage at the increased 
rate of three marks per fee. A tallage was levied this 
year, though notfor the campaign. The accounts appear 
in the roll of Michaehnas, 1211. The order for the levy 
of the scutage was issued on May 26, during the campaign. 
Scutage was to be taken from all tenants in chief, royal 
demesne, vacant bishoprics, wardships, and escheats, 
except from such tenants aa had performed their service 
in France.'" Thus it was the composition for service. 
\o fines are recorded. The amount charged was £6,853 
168 of which sum £1,402 13s lid were paid in 1211.'"' 

There was opposition to the levy. The Red Book 
states that it could not be collected from the prelates or 
the barons." The C oventry f t ftnals aiy thti t thp Xorthern 
barons refused to pay it." The letter of Innocent III 
in 1215 urging the payment testifies to this feeling." In 
some counties, no account was rendered in 1211." The 

"Sof. Liu. Pal., p. 119b. 

'» Bol. Lilt. Clatu., I, 1Mb. 

'<• The following is the accoiinti 

£ s d 

Clerical tennnts 955 13 4 

Ei^t;-four Uy tenants (each B or more fees) . . UlS 1 7 

Other la; tenants (each fewer than 5 fees, etc.) . . TS6 S 1 

Total 6353 16 

Paid in 1314 1409 13 11 

Of the B4 lay holdings above, IT were in hand or on honors in hand. 
In the group of 1b^ tenants holding fewer than 5 fees each and honors 
in hand are included Berchamstead, £S9 18s Sd; Peverel, £8S 9s Sd; 
Wallingford, £IS6 14s; Laxington, £ST lis 4d; half of the old 
enfeoffment of the honor of Totness, £55 ITs 3d; Lancaster, £137 
13b 4d; the total is £U9 16s Id, leaving less than £350 on tenants 
in chief. 

■1 Bed Book, 1, li. 

81 Gov., II, 91T-SIB. 

»' Rynjer, I, 188. 

B* E.ff. in Lancashire, ajid Essex and Hertfordshire, nothing is 
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r ground on which the opposition was based was not tha t 
I the Bcutage had been refused by the barons, but that this 
part icular scutagc was illegal because service in France 
w a s not owed." This cont enti on of the . Jtiaiona_was^is- 
t orically wrong; but during the past few years they had 
been continually summoned to arms*" and their protest 
seems to have been directed against these repeated sum- 
mons, as the expression of a desire to restrict the amount 
of service which the king could demand from his tenants. 
It is not true to say that none of the barons paid the 
BCutage." The earl of Gloucester paid £72 out of £523 ;" 
Gilbert Gaunt. £31 13s 9d out of £138 Is id;'" Nigel de 
Luvetol, £13 10s 8d out of £20;°" John de Wahull, £17 
6s 8d out of £60.°' The Coventry annals state that many 
paid it but that some of the northerners refused." Thus 
while the whole scutage of Northumberland was paid in 
1214 or 1215, no return was made for Yorkshire.'^ The 
government of John therefore considered that the scutage 
was legally exacted; the government of the barons during 
th e minority of rienry 111 tooTTIEe' same ground. The 
I accounts of this levy appear constantly in the Pipe Rolls 

I recorded as paid, and in Norrolk and Suffolk almost nothing. In 
I Yorkshire thi-re Ie no account at all tn 13 H. 

, above; Rj-mer, above; in 1313, the northern barons had 
t objected to foreign service on the ground that they were not bound 
I to do this hj the tenure of their lands (Cogg., p. 161). 

I* In 1909, the Scottish campaign; in 1210, Ireland; in 1311, a long 
^ eampaign in Wales; In I91J, in Wales (summoned and then dis- 
lissed) and Scotland; in 1913, to guard the coasts against Philip. 

'1 See above, note SO, for the amount of scutage paid. 

«» Pipe Roll, 18 John, Glouc, m. 5 d. 

'« Ibid., Line, m. 14. d. 

»oibid.. Cant, and Hunt., m. 7; on ten fees in capite, not his whole 
holding. 

•1 Ibid.. Bucks and Bedf., ni. 2. 

" "dantibus enim iUud pluHinis, con trad ixe runt ex AqullonaribuJ 
I Bonnulli" (Cov., 11. 217). 

*> Pipe Roll, IS and IT Johu, Northumb. 
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■ (Esdt. I. T. 

I S HcMT III, m. i d). ,taa\i is 

tea u due tuid 
• paid part of the scnta^ 
in UU: PelnbDt1lMgl^ SL AnpastiDC. WOtoo. Abingdon, Erestiaia, 
ttod U'extniiiuter <Pipc RoU, 16 Jidu, hl 3 d. 3 d. 1, 5, 10). The 
prior of COrefitrr paid all but Sm in 199T <Madox, 1, MO, a ic) ; 
Uie abbot of Peterborough oiadc his lost pajment in the same jrcar 
(C'ArORicon Pttroburgtiui. ed. Stapleton, Camden Soil, p. 10). Cf. 
NofKBtcv John Laekland, p. 319; "The men of highest standing . . , 
hod Hfhcr gone to the war or paid their smilage for it without a 
inuriimr and stood utterly sl'oof from the group of 'Northerners.' " 

•' "(Vj"»nverunt pladta scaecarii et viceeomitatuum per Angliam, 
quia nrilliiH Inventus est, qui regi crnsum daret »el in allquo obediret" 
(Wpnd,, III, 301)i "Cancellatur hie quia respondit de omnibus reccp- 
III! (ul* nupraitcriptls de tempore pacls . , . sed nidiil de tempore 
filprrw" (IMpe Roll. IT John. Berks, m. 4)i see Turner, "The Miooritj 
of llrnrj' III." In Trantaetioru of tha Royal Hitlorieal Socitty. New 



t XA'III, tf 



lU 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY III 



charged with scutage who had served. Later, tenants 
had to furnish evideace that they had performed their 
service in order to be exempt, The earl of Salisbury did 
this;" William de St. John was charged in 1214 with £111 
of scutage;*' but in 1222 it was shown that he had per- 
formed his service;" William de Scalarlis was charged 
with £30, of which he paid 20m ; the remainder was crossed 
off later because it was proved that he had knights with 
the king."" The scutage of Poitou was therefore put in 
charge and collected in the regular way.'"" 

The tenant who furnished an acceptable number of 
knights was quit of scutage and was allowed to collect 
it from his vassals by the writ de tcutagio habendo,"'^ Nor 
was it necessary to furnish the full quota to obtain this 
writ."" Exceptions however occurred. Robert de Ros 
aent his son and paid part of his scutage also,"" and John 
de Wahull furnished some knights, was charged with 
scutage, and paid part of it."" Thus the rear-vassal had 

Juis protestatum est coram nobis (t.«. rege) et consllio noatro 
ptr recordum multonim quod W. comes Sarr' fuit in Flandr' in 
■erviclo domini J. regis" (Rot. Lilt. CUxiu., 11, 4b) j also, Robert de 
Nevill, Warren FiU Ceroid (ibid., 1, 511, filSb). 
" Pipe Roll, l(t John, Hants, m. 13 d. 
" Rot. Litl. Clout., I, S2lb. 

" "Ricardns Alius Willelmi de Scalarlis debet S5 marc, de scutagio 

Pictavis, sed non debet Inde summoneri quia testatum est coram 

H. de Burgo Justiclsrio et baronibus de scaccario quod WiUelmus de 

Scdlariis pater ipsiua Ricardi habuit milltes suos in Fictavia" (Madox, 

I I, 668, n. IB, 6 Henry III); Pipe Roll, 16 John, m. 7; Rot. lAtt. 

I Claut,, 1, S46b. 

'0 Cf. Ramsay, Damn of the Conttitatio*. pp. 47-48. Thai little 
I of this scutage was paid in Henry Ill's reign Is no evidence that it 
wss not considered legally due; little of any scutage was paid over 
three years after it was put in charge. 
i"i Rot. Litt. Claui., I, 901. 

'03 Those men who furnished partial serrke received wrila of 
quittance. 

II Pipe Roll, 18 and IT John. Northurnb., York. 
>* He accounts for 10m of prattila ot Poitou pro militilnu tvit; 
\ be is also charged with £60 of scutage, pays so much and la par- 
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to paj Ecutage. If, however, the latter had performed 
his service, neither he nor his lord was liable for the amount 
owed by the sub-tenant. Peter Fitz Herbert was in the 
army""* and the scutage due from two fees which he held 
of the abbot of Hyde was pardoned to him and to the abbot 
also.'"" The fact already stated that in previous levies 
the exchequer did not make a practice of collecting scutage 
from the rear-vassal receives further illustration this year. 
Peter de Scidmore was charged with fifteen marks on five 
fees, but was acquitted because he held nothing of the 
king in chief.'"' 

A tallage appears in the roll of 1214. We might 
expect that one would be levied in connection with the 
campaign in Poitou, for no tallage had been taken since 

doned £30 (Pipe Roll, 16 John. Bucks and Bcdr., m. 9). Cf. WilliBm 
de Scalariis who paid 90n) and was acquitted the rest on acconnt of 
service (above, note 99). 

los He received S3 marks as a loan in Poitou. 

loi/tid., Hants, m, U d, Cf. Geoffrey de Lucy, one fee of the 
abbot of Peterborough (ibid., Northamp., m. 3 d). Two tenants of 
Richard de Redvers sent knights to Poitou for which service they 
and their lord were quit of scutage {Rot. Lilt. Clatu., I, lT6b) ; 
also Hugh PInccma who held of earl David (ibid., ITSa) ; WiUiam 
de Bedham, not to pay scutage to his lord on account of service 
performed {ibid., ISSa). 

IDT Peter de Scidmore ow-es £10 on S fees wtuch were of Robert 
de Ewias "sed inde quietus est quia nichil tenet in capite de rege 
sed de honore de Wias" (Pipe RoU, 16 John, Wilts, m. 4). The 
statement concerning Peter in the scutage of Wales further illustrates 
this point. He was charged with lOm; "in thcsauro nichil et in 
perdon' Ipsi Fctro x marc, per breve regis quia sunt de baronia 
Roberti de Wias de quibus Rot>ertus respondet et quietus est" (Pipe 
Roll, U John, Wilts, m. 18). Cf. the writ to the sheriff of Berks to 
collect scutage from the bishop of Bath "et si illud tibi reddere 
Foluerit illud capias sin autem audias responsum illius et nobis illud 
scire facias set nullam districtlonetn ei feodis vel hominibus suis 
inde facias vel fieri permittas" (Rot. Lilt. Claut., 1, 3t0a). The 
ordinary procedure thus seems to have been to demand scutage from 
the tenant in chiefj then if he refused to pay, distraint would be 
brought to compel payment 

iia 
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1210,"" but instead the grounds assigned for the tax 
were to raise money to help pay the indemnity for the 
withdrawal of the interdict,""' It was all charged against 
manors and towns; no names of persons appear in the 

""A tallage was not always levied in connection with a canipaigni 
none was levied for the campaign of 1201, or for the campaign of 
Scotland or Wales. 

"»>Bol. Lilt. Pal., p. 111b. The writs were sent out March 8. 
There is no statement in the Pipe RoU of 121* that this tallage was 
levied for the ioterdicl, liut later references show it. Bristol is 
charged in 1S14 with £500 of tallage olid paid £331 ts 6d and owed 
stiU £1T9 15s 6d (Pipe Roll, 18 John, Glouc, m. 5 d), In 1919. the 
king issues his writ of computatc to the exchequer barons for the 
men of Bristol for 40in "quas liberaverunt in camera nostra apud 
GloucestrlHiii ill die Julii anno etc. tcrcio ... in partem solutionis 
debiti quod nobis debent de tallagia facto in villa Bristoll' pro 
relaxacione interdicti tempore Johannla regis" {Rot, Litt, Claat,, 

I, 394b). The barons then credit the men of Bristol with these 40 
marks on the debt still due of their taUage of ISU: 'VUlata de 
Bristoll' r c de c et Ixxviii li. et xv sol. et vi den. de veteri tallagio; 
in thesauro nichil et ipsi regi in camera sua apud Gloecestrlam tertio 
die Julii anno etc. tertio . . . xl marcas" (Pipe Roll. 4 Henry III, 
Glouc, m. 6). In 1219, the burgesses of Northampton account for 
£318 Im "de tallagio ad relaxattonem interdicti" (ibid.. 3 Henry III. 
Northamp., m. T). That is the sum remaining unpaid of the tallage 
of N'ortiiampton in 13U (ibi'd., 16 John, m. S d). In 1316, four 
villatas owe sums "pro eodem" (vii., "auxilio ... ad relaxacionem 
interdicti tempore regis Johannis"), "sed non debent suinmoneri quia 
quiete sunt in rotuto xvi regis Johannis" {ibid., 2 Henry III, 
m. 4 d). Hiese viltatas are charged with these same sums in the 
tallage of 1S14 and pay them and are quit (ibid., 16 John, m. 10 il). 
The town of Leicester was charged with an aid of 800m "de 
auxilio ... ad relaxacionem interdicti tempore regis Johannis" 
{ibid., 3 Henry 111, ra. 4 d); its taUage in 1214 was 100m of which 
fiOm were paid (ibid., 10 John, War. and I^ic, m. 10 d). It may 
be therefore that a second request for money was made. The king 
also made an appeal to tenants by tnilitary service for an aid to 
raise the interdict (Rot. Litt. Pat., p. 111b). For other references 
to this aid or tallage, sec Rot. Litt. Ctaui., I, 208, 309a. 213a; Madox, 

II, 359, n. 1. London paid 3,000m "de tallagio ad relaxationem Inter- 
dicti" (Madox. I, 3S8. n. /; TOT, n. m). This is the amount of Us 
tallage of 1314. Lincoln is not charged with tallage in 1214; in 
131S. it is dtarged with £500 for the interdict (Pipe Roll. 9 Henry 

III, Line, m. 9 d), 
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roll. The account was rendered in part by the towns 
themselves and in part by the sheriff. The round numbers 
in the charge against each manor or town indicate that 
each fined in a lump sum and arranged the incidence 
itself. In fixing the amount of the fine, the king was 
represented by the sheriff and some other royal officials.^^^ 
The king might pardon the sum charged against any 
person, in which case the tallage on the town was dimin- 
ished by that amount.^^^ The sum charged was 9,168m 
Os lid, of which 4,186m 8s 6d were paid in 1214.' 



lis 



110 The tallage of Wallingford was made by the sheriff and two 
other men (Pipe Roll, 16 John, Berks, m. 5); the aid of 900m on 
Leicester was assessed by William Briwerre and William de Chants 
loup, the sheriff (ibid,, 9 Henry III, m. 4 d). 

111 For Geoffrey de Lucy (ibid,, 16 John, Kent, m. 3 d). 

lis No taUage was entered in Norfolk and Suffolk and Lancashire. 
In Yorkshire, only York was entered. 
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CHAPTER V 
The Taxes in Detail from 1216 to 1229 



MAGNA CARTA stands between the reigns of John 
and Henry III. To the levy of scutage it set 
bounds which were in the main observed. The barons no 
longer feared that the king would develop a means of 
oppression through this levy. Tenants were still obliged 
to serve in the host, though they brought only part of 
their nominal contingents and the scutage was the full 
composition for their service. The fines were no longer 
levied. An interesting feature of this period is that five 
aids were levied: three carucHges, a levy on knights' fees, 
and a tax on personal property. The levy of so many 
taxes is to be explained in part by the indemnity to Louis 
and in part by the poverty of the country after the civil 
war, but it is altogether likely that a factor of importance 
was the reduction in the royal income due to the regula- 
tions of the charter. This decrease can be well illustrated 
from the four scntages which were taken. The sums 
received from each were much smaller than under John. 
In the scutage of Bedford, the whole sum charged, much 
less the amount actually paid, would not have met the 
expenses of the siege of Bedford castle.' Three tallages 
were taken, but only one of these was in connection with 
a scutage. 

For the levy of the aids, it will be noticed, the great 
council was always summoned. The composition of this 
body can not be definitely determined, but its members 

1 See below, pp. ISO, 159. 
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were the tcntints in chief and theoretically all were present, 
though ID practice this theory was not always carried out, 
The assessment and the collection of the aids show nothing 
new. The aid of 1217 (a general scutage) probably gives 
us the ordinary jjjuthod of collecting the scutage. The 
methods employed in the carucage and the tax on move- 
ables resemble in general those in use under Richard and 
John, though there were variations in detail. The clergy 
sought to control the assessment and collection of the 
taxes on their own property. 

There were attempts to assess the property of religious 
bodies which were not represented at the great council 
and which did not hold by military tenure. These 
attempts were made, not because the great council repre- 
sented these religious bodies and its consent to a tax 
rendered them liable to pay it, but rather because it was 
customary for the king to ask the religious houses for 
dona when other parts of the community made a contri- 
bution, such as scutage. In general, these efforts of the 
king were not successful; for the religious bodies paid 
lump sums when they paid anything. Had the attempts 
succeeded and had the levies been made as the govem- 
meot expected, the relation of these religious bodies to 
taxation would have been completely changed. They 
would have become regular contributors to the govern- 
ment on the assessed value of their property. By the 
old method, no house was liable unless the royal officers, 
specially delegated for this work, asked for a donum. 
By the new method, all houses possessing property would 
have been liable to assessment by the regular assessors 
of the county and would have had to get a special writ 
from the king either to be exempt or to be allowed to 
compound. The presumption would have been that they 
owed a tax to the king, because they had property. 

Another feature of this period was that the tenants iii 
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chief watched carefullj over their interests in taxation. 
This feature "is-iHiistrflted by the refusal of the bishop 
of Winchester to pay the aid of 1217, by the general 
resistance to the carucage of 1220, by the exaction of 
the promise to the clergy that the carucage of 1224 
should not be considered a precedent, by the demand for 
the reissue of the charter before the aid of 1225 was 
granted, and by t)ie levy of scutage without additional 
^ fines. 



The Twent) 



I FOB THE Holy Lakd, 1216 



In 1216, a twentieth of spiritualities for three years 
was ordered by the council of the Latcran for the benefit 
of the Holy Land. In England it was collected by the 
legate.' Some kind of an appraisal of the revenues was 
made.* 

The Taxes of 1217 

During the war against Louis, attempts to raise money 
were made by the earl marshal. Sonie clerical tenants 
paid fines for failure to send knights to the army.* In 
certain cases, levies were arbitrarily made on religious 
houses: the abbot of St. Albans paid l,4i2!^m during 
the civil war, part to Louis and part to the partisans of 
the king,' and it is probable that this was not an isolated 
instance. 

The carucage of 1217 seems to hove been another 
expedient to raise money for the war. A truce had been 

»Wend., HI, SMj Wini., p. 83; Duttil.. \i. 53; Ann. Camb., p. 73; 
Annalt* MonaiUrii de Thtokfiberia, ed. t.uard, Rolls Series, p. 04. 

■ "vlccsimaiD reddituum nostrorum Mcundum communEin EsUmB' 
tioDcm bonorum virorum . . . de tribus annis" (Dunif., p. 53); see 
below, p. ITS, note SS8. 

* Pat. Roil; I, 60, 81, 63. 

^ Qttta Ahbatum Moniuttrii 8. AlbaiU, ed. Rile^. Rolls Series, 
I, 906; Theok.. p. S3; Wend., Ill, 368, 380; IV, S, U. 
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made in Junuary between Louis and the barons to last 
till April 22. During this period, with Louis absent in 
France, fighting had continued with the advantage on 
the side of the young king. During this truce the caru- 
cage was levied after consultation with some at least of 
the barons;' it was in process of collection in AprU, but 
was probably put in charge as early as March.' The 
notices refer to it as "auxilium," "carucagium" (or 
"caruagium") and "hidflgium," separately or together,* 
The use of both terms, hidage and carucage, means that 
the tax was assessed on the land, which was measured in 
some counties by hides and in others by carucates. 

A complete description of the machinery of assessment 
and collection is not given, but from the brief references 
in several writs, part of the machinery may be made out. 
In each county there was a body of knights, called the 
collectors of the aid, who had general charge of the 
assessment and collection.* The sheriff may have united 

» "asshatn fuit per consilium regni noatri" {Rot, Lilt. Ciattr., I, 
34Sb). 

1 Bol. Litl. Claui., I, 306a, 335b; on AprU 14, Falkes de Br^uU 
was ordered to pay at once to Hubert de Burgh AOOm of the cam- 
cage received in his counties. Some time therefore must have elapsed 
since the tax was put in charge (Pat. RoUi, 1, 56). 

*"hydBgium" (Annalgt Priorattu de Wigomia, ed. Luard, Rolls 
Series, p. 408); "hidagium «t caruagium"; "hidagium, caruagium, 
et auxillum"; "carrucagio et hydagio"; "adre autem facias comiti 
W. Marescallo . . . quot hidas vel cnrucatas terrce habeant in bolUa 
tua et de quanto debeant de caruagio vel hidagio rcsponderc" {Bol. 
Lilt. Claui., I, 30ea, SlOa, 33£b, 348b) ; "de hidagio et auxilio" {Pat. 
RoIU, I, 56). 

• "Rex TicecomSti Berkair" et collectoribua auxilil ejusdem coml- 
tatus" {Rot. Lilt. Claui., I, 30Ta) ; "Rex . . . ricecomiti Berkea,' 
Waltero Foliot, Waltcro de Ripar,' et Johanni Wigenliolt' salutem. 
Mandamus vohia quod omncs denarios quos recepistis et quoa 
recipietia de hidagio et caruagio"; "luandaviraus vicecomiti Berites' 
et Waltero de Ripar' et aliis mjlitibus quos attomaTimus ad assiden- 
dum et recipiendum hidagium et caruagium comitatiis Berkcs' " (ibid., 
3D6a). The men named in the second and third passages are the 
collectors named in the first. Of Uiero, Walter Foliot held Id ISIS 
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with them in this work." It is not clear whether the 
money was actually paid by the taxpayers directly to 
these county collectors, or to the sheriff, but it is signifi- 
cant that tenants in chief did not muke the collection on 
their lands, except by special permission." The sheriff 
naturally enforced payment.'' The money in each county 
was finally delivered to the sheriff and the collectors. 
Sometimes it was put in an abbey for safe- keeping." 

We cannot say how generally the tax was paid through- 
out England. Orders concerning its payment exist, 
addressed to the sheriffs of nearly all the counties except 
in the southeast where Louis' power was greatest.'* Nor 
can we say what proportion of the land paid it in those 
counties where it was assessed. We know that it was 
charged against both the laity and the clergy. Some of 
the religious bodies opposed it. By the influence of the 
legate, they were induced to make some sort of a grant, 
probably in lump sums." None of the notices of the tax 
two and B fourth fees of the honor of WalUngford {Red Book, II, 
£98), so that this board may have been made up of knights of the 
county- No reference to the board of assesBOrs appears for any 
county but Berkshire, but the mcUiofl of collection wimld be the same 
throughout the kingdom. 

'"The writs are addressed to him with the eoil«tors. 

"For Henry de Trublevill to assess and collect {ibid., 306b) j for 
■Williara Marshal, the younger, "capere hidagium quod assisum fuit 
in terris et tencoientis quod dominus rex ei concessit {ibid., 318b) ; 
for William Briwerre "coUigere hidagium terrffi su» quonlam inde 
re&pondcblt domino regi" {ibid., 3I8a), 

'z To him were Issued orders to permit tenants to collect the tax 
Ihemselves, to retrain from collecting the tax from certain ones 
{ibid., 33£b, 336a); see also the references in note 11. 

'» In Berks, to the abbot of Abingdon {ibid., 30aa). 

n Ibid.. 30Ta, 310a, 318, 319, 335bj Pal. Rotli. I, 66. 

i»On April 9, 1317, the sheriffs were ordered not to collect the 
tax for the present from the Hospitallers because they were to 
appear on April iS before tlie legate to hear his advice on the subject. 
They were however to report to the regent the numtier of carucates 
held by this order in their counlics. Then on June 13, the sheriff of 
Hants was ordered to exempt all religious orders from tiie carucage 
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specificaUy refer to the clerical tenants in chief, but on 
July 8, 1217, the pope wrote Guala that the bishops and 
prelates were to make an aid juxta facilitates suaa which 
was to be paid to the legate.'* This may have been a pay- 
ment in addition to the carucage; at any rate the clergy 
made some sort of an aid. Some tenants were allowed to 
retain the carucage for their own use." An interesting 
feature of the levy was the use of local machinery in the 
assessment and collection. 

The treaty of Lambeth on September 11 closed the 
civil war. Louis was to receive 10,000 marks and with- 
draw from England." The efforts to pay this indemnity 
show the financial straits of the government. Part of the 
money was paid before the French prince departed." 
A charter binding Henry III to pay 6,000 marks was 
drawn up and deposited with the Templars at Paris, 
Whether this was the balance that remained unpaid or not 

"quoniara ipsi nobis inde satisfecenint" (Rot. lAU. Clatu., I, 33Ab, 
S36a}, This second order Geeons to have boen issued as a result of 
the conference held by Guala. 

IS Shirley, Royal Lfttert of Henry III, I, 632. 

1' E.g. Robert de Mortimer {Rot. Litl. Claui., I, 310a). 

18 "lO.OOOni que ei (Lodovico) convencionatie fuerunt quando pax 
formata fuit inter nos et ipsum L." {Pat. Rolls, I, 3S4) ; "Comes 
Willeluua Marescallus se domino Ludovico pro nobis obligavit, sub 
pcena non modica, ad aolutlonem 10,000 marcarum pro bono pads 
inter nos et ipsum L. refonuatie . . . tenemur salistacere" (Shirley, 
I, T); 15,000 marks (Dun*!., p. fil) ; £10,000 {Chronica d» Mailrot, 
Bannatyne Club, p, 131); 17,000 marks {Bitloire de* duet d« Nor- 
mandie, p. 801) ; Wae., p. 389; Cov., II, 939. The two references from 
official documents are sufficient to fix the amount of the indemnity 
which the En^Lsh government paid at 10,000 marks. Lowia was also 
to receive sums from (owns and individuals (Norgate, Thf MinoHtjf 
of Henry III, p. 83), a fact which will jierhaps explain, as Miss Nor* 
gate suggests, why the chroniclers fixed the indemnity at more than 
10,000 marks, The Londoners lent Louis £1,000 {Liber de AntiqvU 
Legibui, p. 20*) ; according to Wendover, the sura was £S,000 (Weni, 
IV, 32). 

'» "receptlsque suis (i.e. ot Louis) qui in vinculis tenebantur et 
parte pecunlee promissK, . . , redilt ad sua" (Cov., II, 939). 
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on Louis' departure is not clear. ^^ This sum was to be 
received by merchants of St. Omer who acted as Louis' 
representatives and who had advanced him part or all of 
this amount. The government hoped to pay the 6,000 
marks quickly. Two thousand marks were to be can- 
celled by the immediate delivery to the merchants of 100 
lasts of leather and 100 sacks of wool. From the sale 
of the leather and wool the merchants would be able to 
recoup themselves for part of the money which they had 
advanced to Louis and have some profit for their trouble. 
In case the goods were not delivered, the merchants were 
to receive 2,000 marks in money plus 500 marks for 
themselves. The balance of 4,000 marks was to be paid 
them, half on November 1, 1217, and half on February 
2, 1218." But these arrangements could not be carried 
out. Wool and leather were seized, money was borrowed," 
but in August, 1218, 2,130 marks of the debt still re- 
mained unpaid. '° In addition to the seizure of goods and 
the loans, the government raised money by an aid on 
knights' fees and a tallage. The final payment of the 
indemnity was not made till 1221." 

The aid was at the rate of two marks per fee and was 
granted by a great council held on October 20," That 

>o "carta noatra, quam domino Lodovico feclmus de drbito vi 
miliuin marcarum, quoiD tnagister Templi de Parisius habet In 
custodia" (Fat. RolU, I. 168). 

ii Ibid., I, 111. Provision was made to secure botli Louis and the 
m»chants if the agreement was not carried out {ibid., I, 114, 115). 

itJbid., I, 159; Bol. LHt. Claut., I, 3SIb, SCOb, 369, 383a, 3B8b, 
WOa. S09a. 

'"Pal. RolU, I, IflS; Rot. Lilt. CJobj., I, 381b. 

t*Rol. Lilt. Claui., I, 415a; Pat. RolU, I, 384. Ttie last paynient 
of 300m was made with money borrowed from the bisbop of Norwich. 

Ji"ponituoi eat per commune consilium regni nostri" (Rot. Litl. 
Claut., I, 371a) j a council was summoned to meet on October 90 
and writs concerning coUeclion were sent out on Octolrer 30, so 
that probably the business of the council w«a to make the aid: "ad 
concilium quod erit London' a die S. Michoelis in tres scptimanas" 
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this levy was made for the purpose of paying the indem- 
nity to Louis is shown by the statement in the Pipe Roll 
that it was assessed to deliver England from the French," 
Further, the king in his letter asking for an aid from 
Ireland stated that he was bound to pay money to Louis 
on November 30, which was the date set for the payment 
of the first part of the aid in England. It is clear that 
the payment to Louis was connected with the grant of 
this aid by the English tenants. The first half was to 
be paid on November 30 and the balance on the following 
January 13." The collection was not completed on those 
dates and a new order was issued that the balance should 
all be paid on March 25, 1218,'* but the command was 
not carried out." 
The account follows : 



Clerical tenants'" ..... 
One hundred and sixty-five lay tenants {each 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 6 fees, 

etc.)" 

Total 

Paid 



M 



11,098 
4,827 



{ibid., 338b) ; "quando scuta^iim prlmum assisum fuit tempore nostro 
ad auxilium nobis faeiendum" (ibid., II. 9Tb) j "scutagium posltuin 
de novo per consilium conunuDe comitum et hsronum Dostrorum 
Angliic" (Pal. Rolli, I, 135). 

2* "de sculagio assiso anno eecundo regni regis HenricI III ad 
Angliam deliberandam de Francis" (Pipe Roll. IT John, Compotus 
honoris Bolonis, m. 1); cited in Petit-Dutatliis, ^fude lur la nit H 
U Tign4 de Lotiii VIII, p. ITT: "scutagio . . . assiso ... ad aquietan- 
dum nos versus ipsum L. de debito quod ei debuimus (Ohm Rolli, 
I, 171). 

a' Rot. Litl. Claut., I, 371a. 

"s Ibid., 377b. 

» See the account of the scutage below for the amount paid, 

■"Two holdings are omitted: Canterbury, 60 fees, and Norwich, 
♦0 fees. Tiie abbot of Westminster accounted for only 23ni instead 
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As this scutage was an aid on all fees," it had no con- 
nection with the military servito which had been per- 
formed by the tenants in chief during the war. It is true 
that some men were excused from paying it. Robert Fita 
Walter received a grant of all his scutage; William Canti- 
lupe received half of his; Falkcs de Br^aute after five 
years was pardoned his ; Hubert de Burgh received fifty 
marks collected from land of which he was in temporary 
possession.'* But in these cases it seems to have been 
a matter of favor ; they were men high in the government. 
The case of the bishop of Winchester should be noted. 
He was excused by the barons of the exchequer because 
he had never assented to the levy." Probably the fact 
that the bishop was one of the chief men of the council 

of 30m. The bishop of Winchester accounted for 159ni instead of 
laOm; he paid nothing in the end. There are same other variations 
from the numtiers given by Hound tor the service of the clergy: the 
abbot of Holme accounted for Tm 10s 8d; the bishop of Exeter, for 
Slmj the abbot of Sherburne, for 4m Ss 6± 

"■This Includes the following honors, each as one tenant: Reginald 
de Valtort for half of the honor of Totness, old enfeoffment, 5Sm 
19s Sd; the sherlif for the other half and for half of the new enfeoff- 
ment, T5m Tb £d; honor of Eye, 901,4 f«es; Choices, 9Bm; Wermegaf, 
SSl^m; rape of Hastings, 13Sm; Lancaster, IfiTm 69 fid; WalUngford, 
lt)Tm Us 9tl; Peverel, 19Sm Ts Gd. 

" This includes eSm of the honor of Brittany. 

" This gives a total of about 5,500 fees in England which account 
at the exchequer, but certain holdings were omitted, the chief of 
which were: 100 fees of the clergy; the county of Cornwall, at>out 
030 fees; 198 fees of the honor of Brittany (see above, note 33) ; about 
119 fees of Boulogne; 106 fees of the honors of Henry de Essex and 
Hawcnet (sec Pipe Roll, 38 Henry III, Essex and Hertford); 51 
fees of the holding of William de Braoae (iiiU, Heref.); 65 fees of 
tlie old enfeoffment of Roger Bigot; 60 fees of the honor of Tlckhill. 
This gives a total of 6,395 fees. Roger Bigot held 1251^ fees of the 
old enfeoffment. In John's reign he fined with the king to answer 
for (iO fees for his whole holding as long a.i he lired (Madox, 1. 

), n. /) ; consequently he is entered in the roll of this aid as owing 

60 fees only. 

"Rot. Lit. Clan,., I, 349b, SlBa; Put. Roltt. I, 4T6, 

" Hadox, I, 6T5, n. q. 
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had Bomething to do with this decision. Some men were 
excused for service. GeoiTrey dc Costentin was in Ireland 
on the kiiig^s service at this time and his assessment was 
pardoned, but it was here clearly a matter of favor, not 
of right.*' 

The tax really fell on the rear-vassal rather than on 
the tenant in chief. Many tenants obtained writs allowing 
them to collect it from their vassals and respond for it at 
the exchequer. The slieriff was to aid them with dis- 
traint."' The vassals of other tenants in chief were to 
pay it to the sheriff who accounted for it.'* 

Writs for the levy of a tallage on the royal demesne 
were issued in November. It was assessed by the sheriff 
in conjunction with special officials sent into the county, 
who were sometimes royal justices/' and was to be paid 
and forwarded to the exchequer each week. The towns 
usually fined in lump sums for their tallage and thus 
obtained the privilege of making their ovm assessment 
and collection,"" Persons and villa were also assessed by 
the justices, for their names are entered in the Pipe Roll." 
The amount charged in the roll is about 2,500 marks 
and 1,618 marks are entered as paid.'° Several couni 



tt^Cloie RolU, I, 171, 

a' Rot. Liu. Ctau*., 1, 971a. 

»s Pat. Rollt, I, 171. 

"Pal. RotU, I, 170, 171. In Kent, Sussex, Surrey, ancl Hants, 
tallagers were three men who were o|i])arcntly roynl clerks, for 
the same time they were to examine Into the king's eficheats in those 
counties; they were to cooperate with the sheriff. In Gloucester, the 
tallage was assessed by Wiiliam Earl Marshal, WilllBm dc Cantilupe, 
Ralph Musard (the sheriff) and Henry Fits Ceroid (_Rot. Litt. 
Clam., I, 375a) i in 1218 William de Cantilupe was itinerant justice 
{Pat. RoUi, I, 207); Mauricius de TureviJl and Gilbert dc Abing- 
wnrth were tallagers and itinerant justices {ibid., I, 173, 307, 308),, 

t» Pipe Roll, 3 Henry III, poHi'm; Rot. Litt. Clattt.. I, 3fi9a, 

" Pipe Roil, 8 Henry III. Norf. and Suff,, lu. 3 d; War. and 
m. 5 dj 3 Henry III, Northumb., m. 14. 

" Pipe RoU, 2-6 Henry III, 
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are omitted." Probably the tallage did not yield as 
much as usual this year because of the confusion into 
which the war had thrown the kingdom. This is indicated 
by the king's letter to the pope explaining why the tribute 
had not been paid." An aid was also asked of all the 
knights in Ireland and a tallage was taken on the king's 
demesne there,** 



The Caeccage op 1220 



The government was unable to pay all its expenses 
from the ordinary revenue although the country was at 
peace. In 1218, it had asked for a loan of 2,000 marks 
to defray the outlay in Aquitaine." The pope's tribute 
had not been paid, money was still due to Louis, and there 
were debts to others." Queen Berengaria's annual fee 
of £1,000 had not been paid since the beginning of the 
reign. The exchange of England was assigned to her 
with other revenues and in addition a thousand marks 



■■ Thirteen counties are omitted, among them London. Perhaps 
the money given by the capital to Louis was considered as its tallage. 
Some towns may iiave mnde a fine for the tallage with other things 
as did Lincoln. The towns of Lineolnslilre do not appear in the roll 
as tollaged, but the citizens of Lincoln fined in 30Dm "ne tallientur 
hoc anno occasionc tallagii quod a^isisuin fuit super dominica regis; 
et quod halwant viUam suaia sd flrniam hoc anno sicut habuenint 
tempore regis J. patris regis et quod de hoe anno pri£dicto sint 
quieti de £40 de cremento BrmK villc suk" (Pipe Roll, 3 Henry IIT, 
Line, m. 9 d). Also in 3 Henry III with slightly different wording, 
quoted in Madox, I, 413, n. h. The accounts are incomplete in tliose 
counties in which returns are made. 

" "non est facultas hactenus comitata, turn quia hallivi nostrl, 
partlbus suis depauperatis per gucrrain, minus soUto sufflciunt sd 
scaccarium nostrum respondere" (Shirley, I, 7). 

"Pat. RitlU, I, US; Rot. Lilt. Chut., I, 3T5a. 

•« Two thousand marks had been asked from La Rochelle and 
Bordeanx (Pal. RolU, I, 19B) : Rymer, I, 155, 156; Shirley. I, 43-45. 

•T Pat. BolU, I, 990, 939, 9fi3, 9S4; Sol. Lilt. Clou*., 1, W9n. 
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were promised to her at once." In September, 1220, the 
sum of 2,007!^ marks was borrowed from the legate," 
This condition of the exchequer forced the government to 
levy an extraordinary contribution."" In the summer of 
1220, probably in August,"' an aid was taken in the form 
of a carucage. According to the writs of collection, the 
tax was levied by the consent of a council composed of all 
the magnates and faithful of the realm." This descrip- 
tion is not accurate, for the barons were not all present, 
nor had they all been summoned. The tenants of York- 
shire had not attended the meeting and had not been 
called to it.°' 

The opposition of the Yorkshiremen to the carucage 
reveals the existence of two views regarding the consti- 
tution of a council which should have the authority to 
grant a tax. As to the theory in the case there was no 
difference of opinion. It is apparent from the wording 
of the writs that the government no less than the northern 
barons recognized that an aid had to be granted by all 
the tenants in chief and not arbitrarily levied by the king. 

IB Pat. RolU, I, 344, 365; she seems to have brought pressure to 
bear on the government by the pope, (or William Marshal speaks of 
a threat of an interdirt (Shirky, 1, 70). 

" Pal. RotU, I, 253. This was money collected for the crusade. 

90 "pro magnsi necessitate nostra et ur^ntissima debilorum nos- 
trorum Instanda neenon et pro consrrvacione terne nostrie Pictavite 
conccsscrunt etc." (Rot. Litt. Claui., I, 43Ta). 

siThe writs for its assessment were issued on August S (ibid.). 
It is unlikely that the government would wait long after the grant 
was made to begin the collection of the tax. Ramsay, Datcn of th» 
Cenitiluilon, p. 93, says that it was granted on May IS at the time 
of the coronation. The authorities whom he cites say nothing of a 
grant at that time (Daiut., p. fiOj Winl., p. 83; War,, p. 893). 

" "earn agio asslso per commune consilium nostrum"; "concesserunt 
nobis sui gratia communiter omnes magnates et fideles tocius regni 
nostrl donum nobis faciendum" (Rot. Litt. Ctaut., I, 449a, 43Ta). 

03 The opposition of the Yorkshire barons is described In a letter 
of the sheriff of Yorkshire to Hubert de Burgh, given in Shirley, I, 
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It is equally clear that in practice this theory was not 
carried out, but that part only of the barons might be 
summoned to a council, and their consent would be 
regarded as sufficient authority for the levy of an aid. 
Nor does there seem to be anything new in this pro- 
cedure." The tenants of Yorkshire recognized the danger 
to them of such a policy. Their protest was directed not 
against the levy of the aid, but against the method by 
which it had been granted. They insisted that they must 
give their consent to the tax before it could be assessed 
on them. That is, they proposed to hold the king strictly 
to the letter of the law.'* This opposition was still more 
significant from the fact that there seems to have been 
concerted action among the barons. The refusal of the 
bailiffs to take any action at all, their persistent unanimity 
in their reply, the constitutional grounds which they 
alleged for their refusal, all suggest this conclusion. °° 

»• The action of the government In levying sn «ld in this manner 
at B time when contests with the barons were of frequent occurrence 
and wlien it would not wish to provoke opposition by iUegal exactions, 
the evident surprise of the chamberlain at the opposition of the 
Yorkshiremen, his willingness to proceed to extreme measures against 
them, and hLs belief thai he was in a position to enforce his demands 
are evidence of the truth of this statement. The provision in Magna 
Carta (c. 14) that the consent of those present should bind the 
absent is somewhat similar to this practice, though all were to be 
summoned. A scutage for war was usually declared by those tenants 
who were present with the host and by this declaration absentees 
were bound; such scutage was not however an aid but a levy taken 
because of the king's right to the mililory service of his vassals, 
and moreover in this case absentees had been summoned to the host. 
Yet there is a similarity in all these meetings of the tenants In chief 
and it is apparently that on which the (fovemmenl relied in 1230, 
TO., that most of the chief men of the kingdom had been consulted. 

»6 "Didici tamen a qulbusdam eorum, quod si dominus rex In 
adventu suo apud Eborum dictos magnatos convocaverit, et de 
pnedicto negotio rogaverit, ipsi acquiescent, et pncdlclum auxilium 
darl faclent" (Shirley, I, ISl). 

'" The barons were not present at the court in which the king's 

writ for the assessment was read out. Their bailiffs after consultation 
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It is probable that the carucage was finaUy levied in 
Yorkshire, but under circumstances which are not known." 
In some other counties, the king's officers did not collect 
the tax. The reason far the opposition is not given, but 
it is plain that if the tenants were unwilling to pay the 
carucage, it could not be assessed and collected." It is 

onHmg themselves replied "quod eorum domini de hoc auzilio et tal- 
Ugio domino regi dsndo nihil sciverunt, nee rogati fuerunt. Undc 
Ipsi, dominls suis Incunsultis, huic tallagio dando noo ausi (uerunt 
coDseotire, dicentea quod magnates de partlbus iUis, sicut et alii 
de Anglio, vel viva voce domini regis, vel ipsius literis, ad hoc fsden- 
dum rogari debuenint." This reply did not seem conclusive to the 
sheriff; he still urged them to proceed to the assessment, but at 
length at their request, graJitcd them a delay till the next county 
court that in the meantime "prKceptuta domini regis dominis suia 
exponerent. Unde ad diem illuni nihil aliud ab eis olitinere potui." 
Stublis, Coiut. HUt., n (3rd ed.), 2S3, believes from this that "the 
concession of a grant was regarded as faUing within the lawful 
power of a local assembly," viz., the county court. That the question 
involved Is not the power of the county court, but the feudal right 
at a tenant not to pay an extraordinary contribution unless he gives 
his consent to it has been stated by Adaias..^.-. S. R^ y..6*9. 

IT See the statement of the barons in note S5. Inman, Fevdal 
Statutici, p. 33, Dote, cites a payment In Yorksliire in 4 Henry III, 
but does not give his authority. "Vicecomes habet respectum de 
corapoto carruagti usque ad festum S. Micliaelis per Uteras domini 
regis de mngno sigillo" (Esch. L. T. R., Mem. Roll, 7 Henry 111, 
D 11, for Yorkshire). 

°9 A list of names is given, among them the earl marshal, the earl 
of Salisbury, the bishop of TVinchester, the earl of Chester, and the 
abbot of Reading, and the fallowing comment is made: "ct in priedic- 
tis terris nullum carucagium full assisum vel collectum eo quod 
domini dictorum feodorum non permiserunt homines suos coram 
bayllvis domini regis comporere ad dictum carucagium assidendum" 
(Subsidies, Bundle 73, No. lb). The above is in Berks and refers 
to the levy of IS30, l>ecause in the document there is a reference to 
Williao) de Wsncy as one of tiie assessors and he had that office 
in Berks in 1^30. "Vicecomes dicit quod barones de Launcastre 
noluerunt dare carucagium" (Exch., L. T. R. [Compotus of 7 Henry 
111], S Henry III, m. 9 d). The counties of Stafford and Salop "non 
respondent de karrucagio" (ibid., m. 17); "vicecomes dicit quod 
comes Warenn' et comes Arundelli non permiserunt carnicagium 
poni super terras suas" (i6td., 9 Henry III, m, 6 d, in Sussex) ; thla 
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possible that the cause of the resistance of these other 
barons was the same as that of the Yorkshire men. 

The tax was levied on the land which was under culti- 
vation on June 21 of this year. It has been suggested 
that the levy was based on the plough team, not on the 
land. This interpretation rests on the statement that 
the levy was made "de qualibet caruca sicut juncta fuit."" 
'Caruca' however was in use at the time for the word 
'carucata.* In 1224, Coggeshal states that two men were 
summoned to the siege of Bedford castle de qualibet 
carruca, an expression which refers to the land and is so 
given in the Dunstable annals, duoK operarios de iingulit 
hidis."' The whole phrase used in the writ of collection 
refers as well to the land under cultivation as to the 
team."' Some of the items in the returns show that the 
land itself was measured and not estimated by counting 
the number of teams. In the Testa de Nevill, most of the 
items say "pro x carucis y solidi," an abbreviated form 
of "pro X carueis tcrrie," which occasionally appears and 
means 'carucate."" Further, if the teams were counted, 
it is difficult to see how such fractional amounts could be 
due as, 2d, 7d ob,, 5d, 7d, 3d, lOd; while these would be 
expected if the land cultivated were the basis of assess- 
last item comes after the date ot the carucage of 1994, but beloDgS, 
I think, to the carucage of 1*90 (see below, p. 1S3^). 

'•"Whereas under Richard I, as under all his predecessors, the 
levy wna made upon the ploughlnnd (carucata), we And it raised 
under Henry III not from the land, but on the plough team 
(caruca)" (Round, in E. H. R., Ill, £07. and note 9S). 

•oCogg^ p. SOSi Dvmt., p. 88. 

HI "de qualibet caruea sicut juncta fult In crastino B. Johannia 
BaptiatiE proximo prEelerito . , . duos solldos" (Hot. Lilt. Ctam., 
I, 437a). 

''2"de Saudon, pro x carucis terre xx solid!" {Teila dt JV»pi(i, pp. 
131-133)1 that the meaning of "caruca te™" is carucate is shown 
by the following: "Ibi sunt in dominico duse carucge terne, nesdunt 
qaid contineant" (CarfuIoHum Aforxufrrii de Rameieia, ed. Hart, 
Rolls Series, II, 4J), cited by Norgat«, below. 
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meiit."' It seems certain therefore that the land was 
assessed and not the team." But even if the teams were 
counted, the purpose of the enumeration was not to levy 
a tax on them, but to find out the amount of land under 
cultivation, so that in any case it was a land tax. The 
main significance of the levy does not lie here, but in the 
fact that an attempt was made to graduate the tax to a 
certain kind of property which was producing wealth. 
Instead of taking an old customary basis. Thus land 
which was waste, although formerly cultivated, escaped. 
In this particular, the carucage was a step toward 
taxation based on personal property. 

The writs of collection were sent out August 9 and the 
money was to be paid at the exchequer September 29.** 
By November, a large amount had been collected.'" The 
carucage was paid on the royal demesne" and on all 



«■ pro 40 caructs et parte £4 ISs 3d. 

99 canicis et dim' et parte 59s id. 
6 carucis et parte las 7d ob. 
16 canicU et dim' et parte 333 5d. 
36 carucis et parte 7as Td. 
30 carucis el parte 40a 7d. 
1 caruca et dim' et quadam particula 3s 3d ob. 
pro partibus car' ITd. 
pro parte caruca; lOd (^Teitn, above). 
Entries Eimilar to the following suggest that the levy was ba^cd 
on the land: "vi car' et vii toftie soluenmt xiii sol. ix den." (Laj 
Subsidies, bundle 130, no, 1.) 

■• Round's Btatements are eombatted by Miss Norgatc in B. H. B., 
HI, 703-704. and by W. H. Stevenson, ibid.. IV, 108-110. The latter 
soys, "Surely we require stronger evidence than this (i.». Bound's) 
before we can believe that carucage was ever levied on the team." 
09 Rot. Lilt, Claui,, above. 

'■"Liberate de tribus millia marcarum quas recepistis de caruagio 
etc." (ibid., I, 443a). 

■T The honor of Wallingford, in hand, paid it (Vincent, lioneathire 
Lay SubMiiUe), p. 140); "de quingentla marcia de aiudlio nobis 
promisso de civitate London" '' (fioi. Lilt. Claui., I, 461a, June 8, 
1331) ; this may be an aid in a lump sum for the carucage. 
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lands held by tenants in chief including their demesnea." 
Religious houaes which held no land by knight's service 
paid auxilia in lump sums to the diocesan who transmitted 
U;U)e money to the king." The Cistercians and Premon- 
Kltratensians were exempt; the property of the Templars 
and Hospitallers was assessed; they obtained a stay of 
collection and perhaps paid nothing in the end.'° The 
tenants on the royal demesne In Ireland were asked for 
an aid." 

The machinery of assessment and collection was as 
follows: the sheriff convened the county court and had 
two knights elected from the whole county. These aided 
him in the assessment and collection of the tax/" A roll 
containing the vjlls In each hundred was drawn up, prob- 
|Bbly in duplicate, and forwarded to the exchequer at 
[Michaelmas." When the money was collected, it was 
< London under the seals of the three assessors, 
f The writ which we have does not give the sheriff full 

That the lay tenants In chief paid it on their demesnes, see ibid., 
4i9a, in which Robert Fitt Walter obtained special excmptioD for 
his demesne. The royal officials were not to assess the demesnea 
of the clergy (i6id., 437h; TeHa, p. 133; Dun*i., p. 60), but that the 
clerical tenants paid the tax on their demesnes Is shown by an order 
-to the sheriff of Worcestershire to return to the bishop of Worcester 

ituni carucagiiim quod per manum tuam cepisti de dominicis terris 
'at feodis ipsius episcopi de quo ipse debet per manum suam nobis res~ 
pondere"; similar orders were given concerning all the carucage taken 
from the lands of any religious orders which "per manum suom nobis 
Inde respondebant" (Fine Roll, 5 Henry III, part 1, m. 6). 

M Shirley, I, 153; Duatl., p. 60. 

1° Bot. lAtl. Claut., I, 4£8b. The number of their carucK was 
Iwwever reported to the exchequer hy the sheriff. 

Ti Pat. Roil*, I, as3. 

'"Rot. Liu. Ctaut., I, 13Ta. In Berks there were four knights: 
"dJEtringas quatuor milites de comitatu tuo qui assignati fuerunt ad 
caruagium illud assidendum" (Excb., L. T. R., Mem. Roll, T Henry 
HI, m. 12). 

T3 Bot. hilt, Ctaut.. I, 43Sb, 43Ts. Tetta, pp. 131-133, where the 
roll of Berks is summarited by hundreds, giving the total of each 
viU; Vincent, p. 135, has given in detaU the return for the vUl of 
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instructions concerning the assessment. It does not tell 
him how the roll, which it mentions, was to be drawn up, 
nor by what method he and the two knights were to 
ascertain the number of plouglilands. Either there was 
another writ, or the sheriff followed some customary 
method," The lands of churchmen held by their knights 
and free tenants were assessed by the county officials, but 
the clergy obtained the privilege of collecting the tax 
themselves," a concession which might be extended to 
lands of which a clerical tenant had the custody." Some- 
times a county fined in a lump sum for the carucage.^' 
The tax yielded at least £5,483 lis 2d."' It does not 
seem to have been heavier than a scutage.'* 

The Scutage of Biham, 1221 

In January, 1221, William, earl of Albemarle, rebelled 
and seized several castles in the north. He was excom- 
municated; efforts at mediation made by some of the 

Windsor uith the names of the persons taxed and the number of 
carucEc charged against eaeh. The sheriff and the knights were all 
equall}' held accountable for the tax b; the exchequer (Mem. Roll, 
7 Henry III, aljove). 

'•Sometimes the sheriff collected the tax without the IcnigfatS: 
"Alexander de Poutlon' et Henricus dc Lagngeton" miUtes assignati 
ad caruagium assidendum et colligendum venerunt (ad gcaccariuni} 
ct dixerunt quod ex precepto ncecomltis misai sunt unus in Lindesie 
et alius in Catslevene ad colligendum camicagium sed nullum habue- 
runt nitulum nee aliquid inde rcceperuot ut dicuDt sed Ticecomes 
totum recepit" (ibid., m. dll). 

IS Rot. Lin. Clavt., I. 43Tb. 

'« Ezeerpta, I, S3. 

TT "Bpbcopus Exon', barones, milites et omnes dc comitatu Comu- 
biff r c de D marcia ut rex constituat cis vicecomilera ex ipsis et pro 
quietHntia carrucagii nuper assisi in Anglla" (Pipe Boll, 6 Henry 
III, Cornw., ni. 9 d). 

'■ Ramsay, Dawn of the Coiutitutioa, p, M7, 

■" In Norfolk and Suffolk, except in the liberties of St Edmunds, 
St. Eldredo, and the honor of Eye, the carucage amounted to 
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barons had no result. When Fothcringay castle was 
taken, it was decided by a council, then holding at London, 
to take active measures against the earl.'" On January 
23, Geoffrey de Neville was summoned to come with all 
the men whom he could raise as soon as possible to 
Northampton to proceed against the earl." On February 
2, Philip Mark was summoned to Biham with all his 
forces.'" Before January 27, writs had been sent out to 
other sheriffs ordering them to summon the knights to 
Northampton." Fotheringay castle was abandoned by 
the partisans of the earl" and the royal army then 
proceeded to Bihani where it was on February 6." The 
castle surrendered after a siege of a few days." With 
this capture the insurrection soon came to an end.'' 

£234 *s (Exch.. L. T. R., Mem. Roll, 9 Henry III, m. 2); in Cam- 
bridgeshire, to £131 6s 8d; in Northamptonshire, to £351 IGs 4d 
{ibid., 7 Henry I", m- Dll). 

6" For an account of this insurrection, see Turner, "The Minority 
of Henry III," Part II, in Traiuattioif of the Boi/at HiiCorieal 
Saeirtg, Third Series, I, 3i3-j£6. "Quod cum audisset dominus 
Pandulfus, . . . et totum conclliuia regis, quod tunc Londoniis pro 
quibusdam regni negatils forte convenerat" (D»iul,, pp. 63-64); 
besides the legate there were present the archbishop of York, ten 
bishops, the earls of Cheater and Salisbury. "Conrenerunt iolerlm 
magnates Angllee ad rcgem apud Westmonasterium ut de negotils 
regni traclarcnt" (Wend,, IV, 67); "eoncilio quodam quod apud 
Londonias post oclovas Eplphaniee coadunaverat" (Gov., It, 3*7). 
■1 Shirley, I, 169, 
9> Rot. Lilt. Claut., I, 44Bb. 

"ad opus nunciorum nostrorum missi>runt cum brcvibus nostris 
-de tnilitibus summonendis ad vrnicndum usque ad Norhaiut'" (ibid., 
.)j on February 3, Hubert de Burgh issued orders to attack 
r castles {ibid., 474b). 
i>uiMt., p. 64. 

Hubert de Burgh witnesses a writ on the Close Roll at Bibam on 
February 6 {Rot. Lilt. Clawi., I, 44Sb). 

8« We ndovcr (IV, ST) says that the siege began on February 6 
and ended on February 8( days {Dunit., above). 

On February 17, the sheriff of CamljridgcMihire was ordered to 
leasures against tenants who had failed to answer the 
'quia inde ad prEsens els parcere lolumua'' {Rot. Litt, 

1« 



■de. 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



The army of Biham is spoken of as large by one 
chronicler, but both the statements of the chroniclers and 
the official records show that the government acted with 
such quickness that the whole feudal array would not 
have had time to assemble/" The tenants present at the 
council probably came with their familia and some of 
their vassals." The writs for summoning the host did 
nut go out till January 23 and the siege ended early in 
February,"" Even the tenants of the neighboring county 
of Cambridge were not all present, but part at least of 
the contingents of the adjacent counties attended." In 
addition to tenants, the army contained mercenaries — 
knights, sergeants, and crossbowmen.'^ As will be seen 
from the table below, only about 800 fees were charged 
with scuta ge. This means that over 5,000 fees were 
exempt on account of service. It is hardly probable that 
such an array would have been gathered. Only a part of 
the service can have been performed.'" The condition 
of the exchequer is shown by the necessity of borrowing 
money to carry on the siege."' 

In connection with this campaign, a scutage at ten 
shillings on the fee was taken. It was probably deter- 

Clatu., I, 4T5a). ApparenUj- there was no Turther use for the 
kni^ts; notice that this was in an adjacent county. 

"> Wend., above; "postmodum vero, communl consilio, contra cum 
indixerunt, et statioi ruoi exercitu tpsum Bequentes" (Dun#t., above). 

^° "comitante secum domino legato et quibusdam episcopis, . . . 
confluentibus etiam ad cum tain comite Cc&trensi quam elils magna- 
tibus, in raauu valida ad romitem insequendmn'' (Cov., IT, SIB) ; the 
writs de habendo tcutagio speclallf exempt rear-vassals who have 
performed their service {Rot. Litt. Clam., I, 47Sa), 

'•>Ibid. 

»' Madox, I, 668, a * and (. 

»* Rot, Lilt. Olatu., I, 4-18. M3. 

•s Tenants in the northern counties wei 
castles of the earl (ibid.. 4T*b). All thi 
sary the whole force of England. 

»• Ibid.. 1, iesb. The legate lent £300. 
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mined on at the close of the siege. This conclusion is 
suggested by the low rate which would be due to the 
shortness of the campaign. No statement has come down 
to us as to the authority bj which this tax was levied.** 
Probably the government acted because it had the right 
to the military service of the tenants, for writs of summons 
had been Issued and a campaign had been fought, though 
,a short one. The barons can h«rdly have granted the 
Bcutage as it was levied only on those tenants who had 
not performed their service.*' The account follows : 



Clerical tenants ..... 

Thirty lay tenants (each S or more fees)" 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than S fees, 

etc.)'" 

Total 

Paid in 1221 and 1222 .... 



»« "Vigorous action was taken against him (earl ot Albemarle). . , . 
The council of the kingdom granted a scutage of ten shillings on the 
knight's fee and before the end of February Biham was dismantled" 
{Stubbs. Comt. Hut. \*\h cd.), 11, 33) i "Troops were caUed out, the 
council granting a scutage of 10s on the knight's fee" (Ramsay, Daion 
of the Conalittttion, p. 36, but based on Stubbs). "Before January 
^^^^ was over, Pandulf eioommunicated him and a great council granted a 
^^K special scutage, 'the scutage of Bytham,' to equip an army to crush 
^^M the rebel" (Tout, Political Hittory of England, 1316-1377, p. 31). 
^^^1 The chronicles do not mention the scutage; the official documents say 
^^^B nothing about a grant. As to when it was levied, see the text 
^^^^ ■>> There would doubtless be discussion as to whether the king would 
^^^B be entitled to a scutage after so brief a campaign, but the question 
^^^K would be what were his rights according to the law. 
^^H IT Two men are diarged at the rate of Sm per fee (Pipe Roll, 6 
^^H Henry III, Dors, and Somers., m. d). It is probably a clerical 



'"Of this sum. £37 were charged against tenants on honors in 
handi Wallingford, Boulogne, and Cornwall chiefly, leaving not over 
£d3 against tenants in chief, or lOS lew. 
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Thus less than one-seventh of the fees were charged with 
gcutage. The whole sum, if received promptly, would not 
have paid the expenses of the campaign. Of the amount 
charged, almost nothing was paid except by the lesser 
tenants. This scutage was the composition for service." 
No fines were levied. Those men who answered the sum- 
mons, but were not present at Biharn, were also granted 
writs of quittance. The knights of Lancashire were at 
the castle of Skipton and were acquitted.'™ In some 
cases, fees of the new enfeoffment were charged with 
scutage, but in no case was it paid. If a rear-vassal per- 
formed hia seri-ice, both he and his lord were exempt. '"' 
This was not a new regulation, but up to this time it had 
been unusual for the king's writ granting the right to 
collect scutage to mention the sub-tenant in this way. 
The inability of the exchequer to compel prompt pay- 
ment is illustrated by the case of a tenant in Berkshire, 
who after two and a half years had not paid her scutage 
on one fee.'"^ Tenants were assisted by the sheriff to 
collect scutage from their vassals; distraint was used."" 
The amount of the returns of this levy shows that there 
was not a general collection from the rear-vassals by the 
sheriff. 



69 It wus not paid by tenants who had performed their service; 
It was a scutage in the strict sense and not on aid. Cf. Madoi, I, 
eae, n. « and t, for the counties of Lincoln, Notts, and Derbyi Pipe 
Roll, 6 Henry III, for Notts, and Derby, Line, and Lane. The abbot 
of Pershore "habct quletantfom per breve regis quod est in forulo 
mnrescalli quia militca sul fuerunt in eiercitu" {ibid,, 7 Henry III, 
Wigom.)i see Nicholas Avenel (ibid., 8 Henry III, Devon, m. 16). 

100 Rot. Litt. Clau*., I, 646b. 

101 Ibid., 4TSa; Pipe Roll, 5 Henry III, Hereford, m. S d. 

ios Rot. lAtt. Clavt., I, 5Tib; the earl of Albemarle was pardoned 
his scutage in 193T (ibid., II, 173b). 

>os Madox, I, 677, n. a. There are references to the use of dis- 
traint to compel tenants to perform service or pay scutage In Rol. 
Litt. Claut., T, 465b, 47fia, 
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The Poll Tax of 1222 

We next get a new device in taxation, a poll tax. It 
vas granted in 1222 in the great council as an aid for 
the Holy Land. The writs for its collection were issued 
on June 25. Each earl was to pay three marks, each 
baron one mark, each knight one shilling, each free tenant 
a penny, and anyone who held no land, but who had 
chattels to the value of half a mark, one penny."" Tenants 
of churchmen, men in cities, boroughs, and the rest of 
the king's demesne were included."" The Templars were 
exempt.'"" There was immediate opposition to the tax; 
some barons declined to pay it, and the grant in the 
council was not regarded as binding on all tenants. The 
Waverley annals state that it was soon contradictum; a 
short time after the writs of collection had been issued, 
another writ was sent out, stating that the aid was made 
tine dUtrictione.'" The consent given to the tax there- 
fore was individual; there was no corporate action of 
the great council. 

The method of assessment is worth notice. In each 
vill, the chaplain, the sergeants of lords in the vill, and 
two legal men of the vill assessed and collected the tax."" 
In cities and boroughs, this work was done by two legal 
men of the corporation.'"" Any tenant who desired was 
allowed to assess and collect the levy on his own lands."" 
The receipts were to be deposited with the Templars, or 

it Rot. Utl. Clan*.. I, 51Gb, seTa; War., p. 296; Gov., II, Sia-, 
Dumt.. p. ST. 

» Rot. Utt. CUxu$.. I, £93a, 630a. 

>• Ibid.. SMb. 

I' Wan., above i "pncepti quod Heri f«ciinu5 quod comilcs, barones, 
militcs et Ubere tcnrntes farcretit eldem regl auxiljum sine distric- 
I tione" {Rot. till. ClaM., I, SlSb). 

)8 Ibid.. 516b. S67a. 

)« Ibid. 

10/6M., 593H,630a. 
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Hospitallers, or in a monastery, till they were brought 
to the Temple at London, the sheriff aiding in the trans- 
portation. Some of the tax was paid to the sheriff, who 
also compelled tenants who had collected it on their own 
lands to transmit the money to the exchequer.'" The 
tenants in chief were not legally bound to contribute, but 
if they collected anything from their tenants, they were 
not allowed to keep it for their own use, but were com- 
pelled to deliver it to the sheriff or to the exchequer.'" 
The collection lasted for the next three years."' Not 
much would be realized from such a tax; the payment 
of two sums is recorded, amounting to 800 marks."* 

This is another case of a national tax which, though 
not levied for national purposes, helped to prepare the 
way for national taxation. On the one hand, the govern- 
ment became accustomed to taking a tax from all men 
in the realm without regard to their status; on the other 
hand, tenants of all grades were becoming familiar with 
the practice of paying a contribution, not to their lords, 
but to the royal officials. The repeated use of men of 
the locality in the assessment helped to make the govern- 
ment continue this practice. The feudal tenant was pro- 
tected by making the sergeants of the lords of the vill 
members of the board of assessors and by his being allowed 
the privilege of levying the tax himself. The amount 
realized was summed up by the exchequer; it almost seems 
as though the government intentionally made an experi- 
ment for its own guidance in the future."' 

Ill Rot. Litt. Clau*,, I, Sieb, S6Tb, 593a, SSOa. 

1H/6.U, I, 630a. 

Ill See orders for collection in 12?3 (ifc.U) ; in IM* {ibid., 593. 594), 

in The Waverley annals say that the Bra.nt prctduced litUe or 
nothing. The two payments are recorded in Pat. Bollt, 1, 513, 537 [ 
Rot. Litl. Ctatu., II, 31b. 

■""ul possint scire quid -et quuituni de terra rajiulibet exlerit 
et sutmnam ■uxilil tocius regni nostri" (Rot. Lilt. Clatu., I, iSlGb). 
148 
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The Taxation of 1223 

There had been fighting for some time on the frontier 
between the English lords and the Welsh, especially in 
the south where William Marshal's land lay. At first the 
government had taken no part in this struggle, but finally 
in May, 1223, it summoned the host to meet in June at 
Worcester for a campaign against the Welsh.'" Some 
operations took place during the summer."' In Septem- 
ber, Llewellyn laid siege to Builth, one of the king's castles, 
and on September 12; the host was again summoned and 
Hubert with the king marched into Wales.'" After a 

ii«Madox, I, 653. n. x; Rot. Lilt. Claut., I, 56»b; Lordi' Btport 
o» tha DigiUly o{ a Pter, Vol. Ill, Appendix I, pp. 3-4. 

'i^ Pal. Roll*, I. 40T, letters of protection for men on the king's 
Hrrice in Wales with horses and arms; Duntl., pp. 83-8.S. 

iisWeodover states that In ISSl, UeweUyn besieged Builth castle, 
that the warden, Reginald de Braose, appealed to the king for help, 
that there was a royal expedition to Wales which relieved the castli^ 
at the close of which Ihc inngiiates were granted their scutagesi 
"concessis magnatlbus de quolibet scuto duas marcas argenti." He 
■peaks of a war in 1993 between William Marshal and Llewellyn, 
but says nothing of a royal expedition or a scutage (Wend., IV, 72, 
85). It Is probable that he has confused the accounts of the two 
years. The truce of 1391 was between William Marshal, Reginald 
de Braose, and the Welsh prince (Rymer, I, 166); the king was not 
a party to it. Further, Hubert de Burgh who accompanied the 
king on all these expeditions {Biham, Kerry, Bedford, Brittany) 
was not in Wales in 1991; he did not witness any writ that year 
on cither the Patent or Close Roll in Wales. The host therefore 
probably did not go to Wales in 1991. The reference to a sculage 
may mean that the king granted to those barons who were fighting 
in Wales the right to collect it from their tenants, but there was na 
general levy of the scutage for the king in 1931. It was in 1933 that 
the king marched into Wales. On May 93, the host was summoned 
to meet at Worcester on June 19 (Madox, I, 653, n. x), where Hubert 
arrived on July 5 and where be remained till July 15 (Pal. RolU, 
I, 376, 3TT). Some negotiations seem to have taken place (ibid., 
ST6, 40ti). On July 13, orders were issued to protect tenants who 
were fighting in Wales under William Marshal and the earl of 
Salisbury (ibid.. 407), hut the whole host does not seem to have gone^ 
September 13, it was summoned and marched into Wales 
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brief campaign, a truce was concluded."" The scutage 
of Wales was levied for these campaigns and it was strictly 
in accordance with the feudal law. It appears in the 
Pipe Roll of 122-t."='' 
The account follows: 

M s d 
Clerical tenants ..... 266 2 10 
Thirty-seven lay tenaata (each 5 or more 

fees) 1650 12 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 fees, 

etc.)'" 780 I 1 

Total 2597 2 7 

Paid, 1224, 1225 688 12 8 

Fees taxed, about, 1,800. 

The amount of the tax which had been paid two years 
after the levy had been put in charge was trifling. It 
would by no means meet the expenses of the expedition. A 
considerable number of the greater lay tenants were liable. 
In some cases part of the amount due from a vassal was 

(Rfmer, I, ITO), Hubert was at Montgomery from September 30 
tUl October 10 (Rot. Lilt. Ciaiu., I, 5fli-565). Cf. an entry of 1M4: 
"anno proximo prcterlto quando fulmus apud Montgom' cam exercita 
noatro" (ibid., G19a); see also, Lordi' Rtport on th* Dignity of a 
Peer, above, 

ii« Pa(. RotU. I, 411, 413. 

no The account for Worcestershire is in the Pipe Roll, IB Henry 
III, m. 10 d, not in 8 Henry III. Hie date of the levy of the seuUge 
is uncertain. In August, 1333, many tenants received writs granting 
them the right to collect scutage at 9in from their vassaU (Rot. 
Lilt. CUau., I, arob, 571). This was for the fighting which took 
place during the Bummer. It is likely that the exdiequer did not 
collect a scutage till the close of the catnpaign which the liin(|; waged 
in Scptemlicr. Some of the tenants who received writs of scutage 
In August also receired writs allowing them to collect an aid from 
their freemen. 

i» Of this sum, 415 marks were levied on tenants holding of honors 
in hand: Lancaster, 77m; Brittany, 38m; Walllngford, OSm; Corn- 
wall, 18m; Peverel, fifim; Boulogne, lOlm; this leaves not over 365ni 
on tenants in chief, or 18S^ fees. 
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pardoned^ The countess of Oxford, 30^ fees, part 
pardoned;'" Richard dc Cheltenham, 14 fees, half 
pardoned;'" Gilbert Gaunt, £91 19a lid, half par- 
doned;'", the earl of Warwick, 204m 8s lOd, half 
pardoned;'" the countess of Winchester, 142m 4d, paid 
80m and the rest was pardoned.'^' This seutage was not 
an auxilium in the technical sense, but was a commutation 
of military service. Those tenants who were present in 
the host were not required to pay it. The writs excusing 
them are numerous,'"' But the tenant could not commute 
his service into seutage at will. The king retained the 
right to demand the presence of his tenants in the field 
and this right was enforced. The abbess of Wilton and 
twenty-one other tenants failed to send their knights to 
the army and, as a consequence, they were disseized.'" 
Their lands were returned to them in October, to some 
because they claimed that they had performed their ser- 
vice with the host. Some of these tenants were on the 
Welsh frontier and this may explain the strictness with 
hich they were treated, 
Those tenants who performed a satisfactory amount 



" Pipe RjiU. 8 Henry III, Essex and Herts., m. 7 d. 
's Ibid., Kent, m. 9 it. 
I* Ibid., Line., m. 4 d. 
i» Ibid., War. and Lelc, m. 8. 
i^«Ibid. See tlie Seutage Rolls, no. 3 (T Henry III) for several 
tenants wlio were to receive half their seutage and the king the other 
half. 

i"Rol. lAlt. Chut., I, STta, STSo, 580a, e09b; 11, 93b. "iBtf sunt 
nomina iUorum qui in propria persona sua venerunt vel qui debltura 
domino regi servieiuni pro se miserunt et hii habent scutagia" 
(Seutage Rolls, no. 3, m. 3). No fines were levied. One tenant 
offered the king the choice between five shillings and a iiorse with 
B "saccwn cum broc" (Hot. Lift. Clow., 1, SS5a). 

i» Rot. Lilt. Claut., I, 5T9b, &06b, ST3b, 628b, 699a. .lohn dc Ponte 

I Arch owed 5ni "pro habenda s&islna terne de Swindon' que capta 
fnit in manu regis eo quod non fuit in excrcitu WalliK" (Pipe Roll. 
JB Heniy HI, WUts, m. 10). 
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of service got the right to take scutage from their vassals. 
The bishop of Worcester had his knights in the army and 
the aherifF was ordered to cause his tenants to pay him 
scutage.'"" Placing part of his contingent in the field 
would sometimes acquit a tenant of all money pa3Tnent. 
Theoretically he would be excused from paying oiJy such 
an amount as corresponded to the number of knights 
which he had furnished, but in practice, if this number 
were satisfactory, the rest of the amount due from him 
might be written off in whole or in part, William de 
Nevill owed 16m 8s lOd on 8^3 fees. Ho sent two knights 
to the army and was acquitted of four marks of scutage 
and then was pardoned the rest."" Robert de Cardinan 
sent his son and was allowed one-third of his scutage."^ 
But the tenant could not be sure that this would be done 
by the exchequer. The prior of Coventry sent four ser- 
geants (^: two knights). Four marks of his scutage of 
twenty marks were pardoned, but the rest was paid.'"* 
A rear-vassal might be pardoned his scutage and in that 
case his lord also would be quit.'" 

Tenants in chief soraetimcs paid the scutage either to 
the sheriff, or to other of the royal officials at the exche- 
quer, in the wardrobe, or "in camera.'"" The sheriff did 
not make a general collection from rear-vassals, for he 
would not ordinarily collect anything from the tenants of 
those barons who had performed service and had received 

'^' Rot. Lill. ClaKi., I, j93b, STOb, 5T9h. For grants to tenants 
to have their scutage, see also ai>ovc, p. 145, note I2T. 

110 Pipe Roll, 8 Henry III, WLts, m. 10; Hot. Litt. CUma., II, Ma. 

»i Exarpla e Rotuth Finium, ed. Roberta (Record Com.), I, IIG. 

i8« Pipe Roll, 8 Henry III, War. and Leic, m. 8. 

iiaPal. RolU. I, 41flj for Ralph de Trublevill (Rot. Litl. Clatu., 
I, 57gb) ; for Isabella de Dover {ibid., 5S3n). 

1" "seiatls quod Willelmus Talebot pacavlt in oamera nostra xi soL 
et ad seaccariutn nostrum dimidiam marcam pro scuta^o suo" (ibid., 
5T4b) ; "computate Isabellie de Bolcbec . . . xx marc, quas libcrsvit 
in garderoba nostra . . . de scutagio" (ibid., ei3b). 
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writs of quittance and the right to collect it for their own 
use. Nor did be apparently enter at once the lands of 
those tenants who owed scutagc in order to compel the 
8ub-vassals to pay the money to the king,"" Evidence for 
this may be found in the orders issued to the sheriff, long 
after the scutage was put in charge, to allow a tenant 
to collect his scutage and respond for it ;'" and also in 
the fact that it was not necessary for tenants in chief 
to obtain writs of quittance immediately in order to avoid 
paying their scutage to the exchequer.'" The small pro- 
portion of the whole amount charged which had been paid 
by September, 1224, a year after the levy had been put 
in charge, points to tlie same conclusion. When the tenant 
collected scutage from his vassals, he often needed the 
king's aid, and the sheriff was ordered to assist with 
distraint.'" 

Returns for a tallage are given in twenty-four counties. 
This tallage had nothing to do with the campaign in 
Wales, for the writs to collect it were issued in February. 
It was assessed by the sheriff in conjunction with other 

'" William FiU RIdiard accounts for IBs M on one fee (Morlain) i 
he pays Bs 4d and owes 8s 4d "sed non debet suminoneri quia tenet 
lllud dimidium feodum de episcopo Exon'" (Pipe Roll, 8 Henry III, 
Cornw.. m. 15 d); the bishopric, in hand, paid scutage this year, so 
that this means that the sub-tenant was to pay through the bishopric 
snd not to the king direct. Several of the tenants who are granted 
half of their scutage are to collect it "per raanmn suam" {Scutage 
Rolls, no. 3, m. 3). "Comltissa Oxon' habet literas de scutngio 
dltectfls vicfcomitibus Oxon', etc, et colliget scutagium suum per 
manum suam ad opus dominl regis . . . ct dominus rex habcbit tolum 
Rcutagiuin" [ibid., m. 3 d). 

IS. For Hugo de Balliol (Rot. Lilt. Claiu., II, 38, April, 1K5) ; 
cf. the writ of December, 9 Henry III, for a similar order on behalf 
Of Nigel de Mowbray (Madox, I. 679, n. k). 

t" Rat. Liu. ClaiM., I, 600a, for a writ of June 93, 1931, to the 
sheriff not to distrain Hamo Peke; (bid., II, 33b. 

iss For Hugo de BaUlol (ibid.. II, 99) ; for the bishop of Lincoln 
(ibid., 1, 638b}. 
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officials speciftlly appointed for this work."" The towns 
fined for it in lump sums and settled the incidence of it 
themselves; lump sums were also charged against manors, 
and some men dealt directly with the assessors.'*" The 
amount charged was 4,680 marks. Part was paid bj the 
towns directly to the exchequer and part to the sheriff.'" 

Thx Scctagb AMD THE Casucaoe OF Bedfoko, 1224 

This year occurred the rebellion of Falkes de Br^aut^. 
The trouble between him and the government was brought 
to a head by the seizure of one of the king's justices by 
William de Br^aute and his imprisonment in Bedford 
castle by Falkes* orders. The news of this attack on a 
royal official was brought to a great council which was 
holding at Northampton. By the advice of those present 
it was determined to attack the castle at once.'** Falkes 



i>°"Tatlagiuni maneriorum et domlnicomm regis in hoc con^tatu 
(Stafford) assisom per Hcnrlcum de Alditheleg dcecomitem et Willel- 
mum Rufum et Willclinum Pantoir (Pipe Roll, 7 Henry III, m. 
S d). Rufus and Pantolf were justices (Pat. RolU, I, 391; II, 319). 
"assignavknus - . . Falkesium de Brfaut^ Radutfum Hareng et 
RobertuDi de Solceto ad taltlandum omnia dominica nostra de pre- 
dictls comitBtibus" {Pal. RolU, I, 403) ; Falkes whs the sheriff and the 
others were justices (ibid., W8; 11, 8i), Other appointments to levy 
the tallage are mentioned in Pat. RolU, I, 403-404; the men asso- 
ciated with the Kheriff are in most cases, probably in all, royal 
justices. The tallage given here aU appears in the Pijie Rolls of 
7 and 8 Henry 111, except that of London, which is in the Pipe Roll, 
10 Henry III, m. 13 d: "Gives London' r e de M U. et C marc, de tal- 
lagio civitatis London' facto in anno vii regis coram ipso rege." 

no Pipe Roll, p(i»»)m. For sums charged against manors, see Pipe 
Roll, T Henry HI, Salop, m. 19 dt for persons appearing in the roll 
{ibid., Northumb., York, m. 2, 11 d). 

141 Hius in Northmnberland, payments were made at the exchequer 
by the sheriff (ibid., m. !); part of the tallage of the city of Lincoln 
was paid at the exchequer by the sheriff and part by the citixens 
{ibid.. Line, m. B d). 

HiWend., IV, 04-97; DtouE., p. 8C. 
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t«nd his followers were escomDiunicated. The justiciar 
■ issued B general summons to the liost,'*' to which most 
of the earls and barons responded.'** On June 20 he laid 
siege to the castle which was defended by William, On 
August 15 it was taken and this marks the end of the 
campaign.'*" It would not be necessary for the whole host 
to gather to subdue Falkes and probably tenants per- 
formed only part of their service. The tenants in chief 
of Devonshire who went to Bedford took only part of 
their quotas.'" The bishop of Exeter who aided the 
sheriff in his blockade of Plympton castle Jn that county 
sent only three knights and five sergeants (= two and a 
half knights), whereas he owed the service of 16% 
knights.'" The besieging force was increased by two 
men from each hide on the demesnes of churchmen in the 
vicinity to work the machines."* Towns were also sum- 
moned to send men to Bedford. Two are mentioned, 
Guildford in Surrey and Derby, nnd as these lie at a 
good distance from the castle, it is fair to conclude that 
the summons was not confined to towns in the vicinity of 
Bedford.'" 

113 "occasioDe grneralis summonitionls facte de summonendis 
omnibus qui de domino rcge tenent in capite ad veniendum in excr- 
citum Bedefoid' " (Rot. Lilt. Clau*., I, 6Ub). 

ut Cogg., p. 906. On]; a fraction of the fees are diargcd with 
BCUtage; see the account below. 

"> Other castles of Falkes' were attacked, e.g. Plympton in Devon 
(Shirley, I, iSS); "rex autem Interim de manerils Falcasii et terris 
tibique per Angtism fecit frugcs et armenta cum rcbua alils distrnhl 
et inflscari" (Wend., IV, 97). WendoTer says that the siege began 
June 16 and ended August IS (see also CAron. PelrobtiTgtnn, ed. 
Staplcton, Camden Soc, p. 9) ; Hubert signs at Bedford for the 
first time on June 91 {Rot. LIU. Claiu., 1, 605b). 

'•K The sheriff summoned the knights of Devonshire to blockade 
Plympton castle and they replied that they were not bound to do 
this as their lords were with the king at Bedford and it was to these 
that they owed service. Tims it is evident that all the rear-vBssala 
had not gone to Bedford (Shirley, I, *39). 

" Itnd. Hie Scutage Roll gives evidence that lesser tenants stUl 
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The expenses of this campaign made estra taxation 
necessary. It consisted of a scutage at two marks per 
fee, a carucage, and fines paid by some of the towns. 

The following is the account of the scutage: 

M 3 d 

Clerical tenants . . . . . 7fl 10 8 

Nineteen lay tenants (each 6 or more fees)"" 867 4 
Other lay tenants (eaeb fewer than S fees, 

etc.)"" 420 5 9 

Total 1868 8 8 

Paid, 1224 and 1225 802 12 4 

Fees taxed, about, 680. 

continued to perform Berrice in person or by furnishing men to the 
faost and that in coses tenants furnished only part at their contlngentsi 



William de Fednes 3 3 Quit in Buclcs and Bedf., Pipe 

Roli. e Henry III. 
Gilbert de l-aval 2 1 Pardoned 3in, owes 9m, Nortii- 

umb., 9 Henry III. 
Pkot des Lasceles S^ 1 Quit, Line, 9 Henry III. 

Geoffrey de Saucemar S^ 1 Pardoned 2m, pays 3m, Line., 9 

Henry III, 
Henry Hose 1 1 Quit, Wills, 8 Henry III. 

Elias de Amundeville 31^ 1 Quit, Cant, and Hunt., 9 Henry 

111. 
Hugh de Hodcng V^ 9 serg. Quit, Bucks, 6 Henry III. 

Albreda des Boterels SU I • 

1 aerff ■ Q"'** 'Wilts, B Henry III. 
Ralph de Camels 1 9 serg. Pnrdoned ^ra, pays l^^m, Norf. 

and Suff., 9 Henry III. 
Robert Loholt 1 1 serg. Quil, Essex and Hert., 9 Henry 

III. 
Abbot of Malmcabury 3 1 Quit, Wilts, 9 Henry 111. 

There are more cases in the Scutage Roll of lesser tenants who furnish 
service. 'It will be observed from the list given, that if a tenant 
provides part of his service, he may yet have to pay some scutage, 
but in most of these cases, he pays nothing. The roll states, in no 
case how much service a great tenant provides. The above Is fnnn 
Scutage Rolls, no. 4, m. 1, 3. 

ISO 
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The Ecutage was put in charge at the close of the 
siege"' and was to be paid at the Mtchaelm&s exchequer."* 
As is seen from the account, this was not done. In 
November a new date for payment in January was set."* 
By whose authority was it taken? On this point there is 
only the statement of Wendover that the lay and clerical 
magnates granted the king a carucagc and he granted 
them their scutages."" If the chronicler meant scutagium 
when he wrote carucagium, the passage might suggest that 
the king needed the consent of his barons to take the 
scutage. It is to be noted however that this was a. scutage 
in the strict sense, that is, it was taken only from delin- 
quents. It seems probable therefore that the authority 
to take it was based on the king's right to military service 
from his tenants."" 

The scutage was all the composition which was 
demanded. No fines are recorded."' As usual, the tenant 
who had performed his service received a writ of quittance 

<«BPa(. RolU, I, 464-46a; DuiuL, sbove; Cogg., above. 

KB Rol. Litt. Claui., I, 614b, eiSo. Both of these towns Aned to 

ISO Five of these tenanls hold of the honor ot Boulogne. 

is'AlKiut 200m are against tenants on honors in hand: Lancaster, 
Watlingford, Cornwall, Pevercl, and Boulogne, leaving SiOm against 
tenants in chief. 

isswenci., IV, B9. 

"» The account*, appear in the Pipe Roll of 133*. 

iS'Rot. Litt Claut., It, G9b. 

i»s Wend., above. 

ISO "Nulla HI hie mentio de scutagio de Bedeford' quia omnes 
mitites de comitstu fuenint in servicio regis et habent generalem 
quIetaDciam per unum breve regis" (Pipe Roll, 3 Henry 111, Kent, m. 

IS d). "Quia Johannis Luvel fuit cum domino rege in cxercitu Bede- 
fgrd' . . . mandatum est viceeomiti Norfolc' quod de scutagio quod 
nb CO exigit occasione priedictl exercltus de feodo 1 militia que de 
domino rrge tenet in capite pscem el hatwre faciat" (Rot. Litt. 
Claui., 11. lOh; ibid., Ub, etc.). 
■" 11 Is not quite certain that no fines were levied, but it is likely 
ttiat few were taken. Notice however the following entry from an 
151 
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and was allowed to collect from his teDants.'" Nor was 
it necessary that a tenant perform all the service from 
his tenement in order to obtain all his scutage. Between 
600 and 700 fees made a money contribution, leaving over 
6,000 fees which received writs of quittance. The service 
from this number of fees is represented by the forces at 
Bedford and elsewhere; it is not probable that so large 
a number of knights would be assembled for this cam- 
paign."" The sheriff accounted for part of the levy; he 
further aided tenants in chief by distraint to obtain the 
scutage from their vassals whether it was for their own 
use or for payment at the exchequer. ""' It will be remem- 
bered that John often levied fines and scutages on the 
tenants of lands in hand heavier than they were accus- 
tomed to render to their lords. This policy was not 
followed -in the early years of Henry III. In 1224, the 
fee of the carl of Devon was in hand. The tenants were 
ordered to pay for the scutage of Bedford what they used 
to pay their lord when he paid scutage to the king.'" 

account ot lS9ti £99 Im "de Anibua plurimum qui Soem fecerunt pro 
multibus ct servientibus pro cKercitu Bedeford' quorum nomina anno- 
tantur in rutulo que preedltiti liberavcrunt in garderoba" (Exch., 
L. T. R., Foreign Accounts, no. 1, m. *). 

is»Wend., abovej service anywhere against Falkes was gfoond for 
exemption from scutage. The ablut of Tavistock was at the blockade 
of Pijmpton castle and received half his scutage; Ralph Marescallus 
was at Berchamstead and received all of his (Rot. Lilt. ClOHM., II, 
la, I6a)i Scutage Rolls, no. 4. 

i^" See alM>ve, p. 150, note I4T, aa to partial service. 

KflFor Hugo de Balliol (Rot. Lilt. Claut.. II, 98a); 19a, 90b, 3Sa, 
6Bb. Distraint for scutage was not merely threatened; it was carried 
outi "Mandatum est i-icecomiti Berk' quod demandom quam (ncit 
hoQiinibus de Chaugrave per summonicionem scaccarii de scutugio 
exercitus Bedeford' ponat in respectum usque proximum cotupotum 
suum et averia enrum ea occasionc capta dcliberari faciet" (ibid., 
II, 34b). 

"""tale Buxiliuui scutagii . . . quale facere consueverunt ■ . . 
quando scutagium ab eis recepit pro exercitibus suuununitis tun in 
Anglia quam Pictavia et alibi" {Pat. Rottt, I, 499). 
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"he government acted according to the law in the levy 
^f the scutage. 

It is a question of interest whether in the scutage and 
carucage wc have two levies on the same men. Lay tenants 
in chief either performed service with the host or paid 

Ijcutage. Some clerical tenants paid a carucage, per- 
Jlormed service, or, in cases, were charged with scutage. 
'Was the carucage therefore a general aid paid in addi- 
jtion to the scutage or in addition to the service performed 
Iby the tenants?'" None of the sources state clearly that 
the carucage was paid by the lay barons. Four chronicles 
mention it, three of which speak of it in connection with 
the clergy only. The annals of Dunstable say that at 
the siege of Bedford the archbishop of Canterbury with 
his bishops and abbots came to the king's aid and in addi- 
tion granted him a carucage, viz., half a mark on the 
carucfe of their demesne lands, and two shillings on those 
of their tenants.'" There is no mention of the lay tenants 

»in chief. The Coventry chronicle says that the aid was 
granted by archbishop Stephen and his suifragans who 
were at Bedford."' Here, too, th«re is mention only of 
the prelates. Coggeshal refers apparently to the carucage, 
though not by name, when he speaks of the special assist- 
ance in men and money contributed by the prelates of 
1 Canterbury."" Roger of Wendover states, however, that 

>"The grants made hy the Canterbury dergj for the siege of 
^Wedford were supplemented bj- a general carucage of two shilliiigB 
Kin the hide, with a scutage of two marks on the knight's fee" 
I (Ramsay, Dawn of tht Contlilvlion, p. 37); "the earU and barons, 
Apt well as prelates, of the whole province of Canterbury, joined to 
t a carucage towards the expenses of the struggle"; "a scutage 
... of two marks . . . for the siege of Bedford" (Stubbs, Contt. 
^_Pi*l. 14th ed.], H, 36, and note 3}. 

'1 Durul.. p. S6. 

'»Cov., 11, 934, 

'» "in hae aulem die de obsldione specialiter claruit consiUum ct 
Isnxiliuin domini Cantuarieoais et aUoriUD epucoporum et abbfttnm, 
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the laity and the prelates granted the king a carucage at 
two marks on the caruca and that he in turn granted the 
magnates their scutagcs at two marks on the fee.'" Tlua 
statement is open to question. The rate of the carucage 
is wrong; Matthew Paris recognized the error and tried 
to correct it by changing the rate to two shillings,'" but 
even with this correction, the statement is incomplete. 
It seems probable that Wendover confused the two levies. 
From this evidence alone, we may doubt whether lay 
tenants paid the carucage. The Patent and Close Rolls 
are full of references to both the scutage and the cam- 
cage, but with a single exception all the notices of the 
latter tax relate to the carucage of the prelates. The 
roll does not state that this unique case of a carucage 
paid by lay tenants belongs to the carucage of Bedford,'" 
but the date of the entry falls during the siege of the 
castle and hence it may be connected with the levy of 
1224. It belongs, however, I think, to the carucage of 
1220. Though four years had passed since that tax had 
been put in charge, orders concerning it were still being 
issued. In May, 1223, the chancellor was ordered to allow 
the prior of Durham to collect his carucage by his own 
hand and respond for it at the exchequer."' In June, 
1228, the sheriffs of Kent and Yorkshire were allowed to 



Hdh«serulit, qui p«cuniis 
) pepercenmt" (Cogg., p. 



qui nimis fldeliter regi cum toto t^onanim 
ac laboribus nihil hominlbus suis in aiiqnc 
807). 

i«fl "Regl vero, pro magnis laboribus suis et cjipensia, torn a prKlatfs 
quam a loicis conrcssum tst per totam Angliam cariicagiuiii,.^e 
qualibet caruca duK tnarcR iirgenti; magnatibus item concessit rex 
scutaglum, videlicet, de scuto quolibrt duaa marcas sterlingorum" 
(Wend.. IV, 9B). 

1" Matthew Paris, III, 88. 

"8 This statement is not intended as evidence that the case does 
not belong to tlie carucage of IS34, but la introduced to bring out 
the point that the onlj reason for connecting the case with the 
carucage of Bedford is the date of entry in the folL 

i*> Rot. Liu. Clatu., I, 56Bb. 

IH 
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po§tpone renderiDg their accounts of the carucage till 
September, 1223."" On April 4, 1224, the sheriff of 
Northumberland was ordered to allow to Hugh de Bolliol 
ten marks of the carucage demanded of him by the sum- 
mons of the exchequer,"' On August 8, 1224, near the 
close of the siege, the king acknowledged the receipt of 
eight pounds from the prior of Ely de carucagio Comitum 
et Baronum, a payment that belongs to the levy of 
1220,"' The possible exception referred to is an order 
to the sheriff of Northumberland on July 9, 1224, com- 
manding him to pay to John Wascelin, constable of 
Bamborough, 50 marks "de denariis nostris quos recepisti 
de carucagio comitatus tui.""* It is not possible to fix 
certainly the date of the grant of the carucage of Bedford 
(see below), but the early date of this order, and the fact 
that the same sheriff had received orders not long before 
concerning the carucage of 1220 make it reasonable to 
assign this order to the earlier levy.'" Finally it should 
i"> Rot. Lilt. Claut., I, SSlh, 552a. 

iT3/biU, eiAb, MOa. This is the catty dtcd bf Stubbs, Corut. 
Hilt., II (Srd ed.), 36, note 3, and by Ramsay, p. 37, as evidence that 
Jay tenants paid the carucage. It is as follows: "Scias quod prior 
Elyensis reddidit nobis in garde rob a nostra apud Bedeford' die 
Jovis proxima ante festum S. Laurcntii anno ete. viii oeto llbras 
collcetas per manus bBlllvorum suorum infra llbertatcs suas in 
comitatu too de carucagio comitum el baronum." That this pay- 
ment belongs not to the carucage of 1SS4, but to an earlier levy, 
probably to that of 1230, is shown by an entry in tlic account ren- 
dered by Walter de Kirkehani and Walter de Brackele of their 
receipts from January ^ to October S8, ia£4, one Item of which is: 
"idem r c de . . , viii Ubria de priore Elycnsls de veteri carrucaglo" 
<Exch., L. T. R., Foreign Accounts, no. I, m. *). 

i'>iiD(. Hit. Claut.. I, 6I0b. 

»Tt A case of February 1, 1325, refers to carucage on the land of 
lay tenants! "Idem ctiam ablias (S. Edtnundi) reddidit . . . x libras 
et V Eolidos taniquam ballivus de carucagio militum et Ubere tenentium 
qui infra libertatem suam sunt et non lenent de eo" (Pat. Rolti, I, 
505). It is likely however that this refers to the carucage of 1930, for 
In that year the abbot was granted the privilege of collecting that 

16S 
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be observed that there are numerous references in the 
Patent and Close Rolls to the scutage of Bedford and over 
fifty references to the carucage of Bedford paid by the 
clergy. When such a wealth of writs exists concerning 
the taxation of the year, it is liighly improbable that if 
there had been a general levy on the ploughlands of lay 
tenants, there should be so little evidence of it. It seems 
certain therefore that the carucage was paid only by the 
clergy. 

This levy was an auxilium made by certain prelates, 
perhaps by all, though the evidence for this is not at 
hand, of the provinces of both Canterbury and York on 
all their tenants, without regard to whether they had 
their service in the army or not.'"* As this was an aid, 
it could not be levied without the consent of the prelates. 
Some sort of agreement seems to have been arrived at 
among part at least of the clergy who were at the siege. ^" 
This agreement was however a case of individual not of 
corporate consent ; it bound no one but the grantor. Thus 
the king stated that the individual prelate granted him 

carucBge from all the tenants who held within his liberty whether 
they held of him or not, a permit which corresponds to this entry 
of 1235. The writ is on the Fine RoU: "Rex vicecomitl SufT salutem. 
Scius quod concessimus uhbati S. Edmundi quod colligut per manura 
suam (^aruagium ubique infra libertatem S. Edmundi tam de terrA 
sua quain aliorum omnium quicumque ipsi fuerunt lnfrn(?) eandem 
libertatem et nobis respondeat etc." (Fine Roll, 4 Henry III, part 1, 
m. 9). 

"1 That York as well as Canterbury paid it, see below, note 179. 

170 "ad castellum de Bedeford, tam clems qusm populiis, pervene- , 
runt" (Wend,, IV, 05) ; "provisum fuit de quodam auxilio regi 
faciendo per doniinum Stephonum Cantuariensem archiepiscopum 
ejusque suffraganeos et abbates ibi moram faeientes; videlicet de ' 
singulis carucis etc." (Cov^ II, 954); "in cujus auxilium venit Can- 
tuariensis archicpiscopus, cum episcopis et abbatibus suffraganeis, 
et iniiuper concessenint ei caruagium" (Duiitt., p. 86) ; "ad quom 
obsidlonem confestim advenit arcbiepiscopus Cantuariensls cum 
potent! virtulei venerunt et alii episcopi, abbates nigri, comites et 
baronea fere totlus Anglic" (Cogg., p. 906). 
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the carucage'"' and this statement was not a mere form. 
The archbishop of York and the bishop of Durham were 
not at first included, either because they were not present, 
or, if present, would not consent,'" Both these prelates 
later contributed.^'* The early pajnients made by some 
prelates during the siege suggest that there was a series 
of indii'idual grants at first.'*" Later there was some 
concerted action which did not bind absentees. The grant 
was significant in another way. The king issued letters 
patent that it should not form a precedent for future 
levies.'*' This was the first of a long series of such 
promises, indicating a growing sense of solidarity among 
the clergy and a feeling on their part that the government 
must be bound more strictly to prevent the extension of 
its claims in taxation. 

There is no definite statement of the date of the grant. 
Most of the payments were made in October and November, 
1224.'*' Wendover says that the grant was made at the 
close of the siege."' The king's writ to the clergy prom- 
ising that the levy would not form a precedent for future 
taxation was issued on August 18'^' and the general grant 
was probably made at the same time. There were cases 
however in which a carucage was paid by prelates during 
the siege. The king wrote, on July 18 or 19, to the bishop 

1" "de caniCBgio episcopatos Hereford" quod Idem episcopus nobis 
gratis concessit" (Bot. Lilt Clavt., I, 613b) j "de carucagio quod idem 
abbas (S, Edniundi) nobis gratis concessit ad auxillum nobis facien- 
dum" (ibid., 616a) ; letters patent were Issued to the bisliop of Bath, 
acknowledging the receipt of the carucage, "de camcagio ipslus 
episcopi nobis coneesso" \pat. BolU, 11, 9S). 

"'"prselati provinde Cantuariensia" {ibid., I, 46*). 

irg/bid., 494,495, A05. 

1'" See below. 

'«' Pat. RolU, I, 461; RjTner, I. 175. 

'«»Pa(. RolU. I, 473 /T, 

1" Wend., IV, 99. The other chroniclers say that II was granted 
at the lime of the siege. 

"<Pat. BotU, I, 464. 

157 
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of Winchester concerning 125 marks of the carucage of 
the abbots and priors of his diocese."" The bishop of 
Hereford paid £20 of carucage on July 25.'" The abbot 
of St. Edmunds paid 70 marks on August 18.'*' These 
were probably individual grants before the clergy as a 
whole decided to make an aid. 

The rate at which the carucage was levied on the clergy 
is given in detail in the king's letters patent. The demesne 
lands paid half a mark on the caruca; the knights, free 
tenants, and villeins, and those holding of the knights 
and free tenants, paid two shillings on the caruca.'*' 
There is no case in which a prelate paid both scutagc and 
carucage."* Some service in the army was performed 
by clergy who paid the carucage. Those in the vicinity 
supplied men from their demesnes to work the machines.'" 
Probably they furnished their knights too. The abbot 
of St. Edmunds performed his service'" and paid 
carucage.'" So this levy was an aid and not a compo- 
sition for military service. No statement is made con- 
cerning the method of assessment. No order was issued 
to a sheriff in connection with it. It was collected and 
paid at the exchequer by the officials of the clergy."' It 
is not possible to say whether it was levied on the team 

iM Hot. Lite. Clavt., I, 618. 

180 Ibid., 613b. 

i8'/6.rf., 616a. 

iss pat. RolU, I. 464. 

i»» The abbot of Tavistock was charged with scutage, half of which 
was rcmittMl for service done in the host in Devon, but he may not 
have paid carucage (Rot. Li(L Clatu., 11, 16a). The abbot of West- 
minster psid carucage {Pat. RolU, I, 494) and was charged with 
scutage (Pipe Roll, 18 Henry III, Wigom., m. 10 d). 

loopnt, RolU, 1,464. 

i»i Rot. Litt. Clauj)., I, 60tib, Perhaps the service mentioned here 
refers to the grant of the carucage. The abbot was also pardoned 
half his Ecutagc of Montgomery for this service at Bedford. 

■»» Pat. BolU, I, 493. 

iM/bW., 4T3/. 
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or on the land. The references all speak of the caruca, 
which may mean either. In Hertfordshire, two men were 
summoned "de singulis carrucis" to puU down the castk 
after its capture.'" It is interesting to compare the 
amount raised by the carucage with that realized from 
the scutage of Bedford. An incomplete account of the 
carucage gives 8,565in 12s 6d.'°* The clergy therefore 
paid much more than they would have paid in scutage.'" 
As usual there are notices of borrowing money to carry 
on the campaign.'" An account of the siege gives the 
cost as £1^11 18s 2d;'" tliis may not be complete. 



The Taxation ot 1225 

The truce between France and England ran out in 
1224 and was not renewed. Louis VIII invaded Poitou 
and Gascony in the summer with success. Some rein- 
forcements were sent from England.'** In June a great 
council was held at Northampton to consider the affairs 
of Gascony. The uprising of Falkes de Br^aute made it 
necessary to postpone the matter.""* Although the council 
believed that it would not be difficult to drive out the 

i'* Rot. Lilt. Chut., I, 65Sa. 

>" Exdi., L. T. R., Foreign Accounla, no. I, m, 4. This U the 
amount paid, not charged. Not all the religious clergy who contri- 
buted held by mltitary tenure. Entries In the Patent Roll acknowl- 
edge tlie payment of 3,4Glni 4s lOd. 

'"The clergy who held by military tenure and who paid carucage 

I held 131 fees and paid 3,340m of carucage. They would have paid 
B62m of scutage. 
1"' Pol. Rolh, I, 453, 455, 44C; Bol. Lill. Clati,., II, 4a. 
i»a >'Et In neccessariis expcnsEs et stipendila militum, servienttum, 
Ingentatomm et aliorum operariorum, petrariarum et mangellorum 
et aliorum neceesa a riorum In obsidione castrt de Bedeford' M et 
CCC et xi li. et xviii sol. et il den. sicut continetur ibidem per partes" 
(Bxch,, L. T. R., Foreign Accounts, John and Henry III, no. I, 
in.4). 
»» Matthew Paris, VI, 66-6T; Cogg., p. SOSi Dvml., p. BS. 
300 /Mi.,- Wend„ IV. 94. 
1D9 
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French they realized that men nnd money were necessary 
or the English possessions would be permanently lost,^"' 
The question was again discussed by the magnates who 
came to Westminster to celebrate the Christmas festival. 
A great council of the tenants in chief was summoned to 
meet on February 2. Hubert de Burgh proposed either 
at Christmas, or in February, that an aid of a fifteenth 
of personal property should be given to carry on opera- 
tions in southern France. After deliberation, the mag- 
nates agreed to the tax on condition that the charters 
were confirmed.™^ 

There was no difference in principle between the council 
of Christmas and that of February. Both were composed 
of the tenants in chief, but that of February probably had 
a fuller attendance, to secure which the council was doubt- 
less called at that time. Those present were the arch- 
bishops, bishops, abbots, priors, earls, and barons, and 
the term baronet may include also the lesser tenants, the 
knights, who. theoretically, would have to give their 
consent to any aid.'"* 

201 Siirley, I, 338. 

"02 C/. Riini!.ay, Dawn of the CoMlitalion, p. 39 j Stuhlis, Conit. 
BUI; n (3rd cd), SB, says thst the grant was made nt the Christmas 
meeting; in the Seltet Charter; p. S£3, he puts it at the February 
meeting. Wendover, IV, 99-100, says it was done at the Christmas 
meeting; Walter of Carentry, II, 356, gives the date bs February 9, 
which seems to be correct, for the dates of the reissue of the charters 
{February 11) and of the writ of collection (February 15) point to 
the February meeting (Pat. RolU, 1, 560; Stiecl Ohartfn, p. 354). 
DoDstable mentions the grant, but does not give the date of the 
meeting. 

'(» The chroniclers do not mention the knights .specifically as mak- 
ing the grant, but include them in describing those who pay the tax; 
"archiepiscopus et concio tots episcoporum, comltuto, baronunii abba- 
tum, prionim." were those present (Wend., IV, 100); "archiepiscopi, 
eplscopi, comitea, barones, et Tiri rellgiosi" (Dun*(., p. 93); "con- 
Tocantur . . . procercs AngliK . . . concessa est domino regi a comi- 
tibua et baronlbus et clero et populo ibidem pnesentibus . . . de com- 
muni asseosu''; notice who have to pay it; "episcopi, abbates, priores, 

160 
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There was a certain degree of corporate action by the 
members of the council in making this grant, as is evident 
from the circumstances. A bargain was made between 
the king on the one hand and the magnates on the other; 
the former promised to confirm the charter; the latter 
granted a fifteenth. The majority of all classes paid at 
this fixed rate, even of the clergy; and those of the 
latter who compounded in a lump sum seem to have done 
so by special favor, the goverimiont asserting that they 
were subject to the levy. Their fine was said to be a. fine 
for the fifteenth."" When some laymen refused to pay 
the tax, the government took action against them as 
though the tax were exigible from them according to the 
law, and distrained them to compel payment."" All this 
looks like concerted action. '"' It is probable that each 
magnate felt that he individually made the grant at this 
uniform rate and that the decision of the other magnates 
bound him to nothing. The letters patent to the bishop 

corolles, baronea, et milites, universique alii et singuli etc." Here the 
knights appear, though no mention of them was made in the accounts 
of the couneil (Cov.. II, 956, 957). The Waierley Annals state that 
. the grant was made by the "arcblepiseopi, epUcopi, abbates, priores, 
comites, baron es, milites et homines liljere tenentes de regno," but 
this ib evidently a description of tlie taxpayers (War., p. 300). The 
reissue of the charters has two descriptions. The l<ing grants the 
liberties to the "archiepiseopis, episcopis, abbatibus, prioribus, comi- 
tlbtiBi baronibu!! et omnibus dc regno nostro"; in return, the fifteenth 
Is granted by the "archiejiiscopi, episcopi, abbates, priores, comites, 
barones, milites, Ubrre tenenlcs et omnes dc regno nostro" (Select 
CharttTt, pp. 353-3S4); the classes in the first description may be 
those present 1 the second description is a list of the taxpayers. 

"• See below, p. 103. 

If" See below, p. 16S. 

3i'» The mere tact that men paid at a uniform rate Is no evidence 
of concerted action. There is no evidence that there was any cor- 
porate decision by the tenants in the case of the thirteenth in IBOTj 
the king fixed the levy. But taken in connection with the discussion 
of this tax in 1^5 and with Die fact that there wan a bargain, it 
shows united action. 
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of Durham express this feeling. The bishop had not been 
present at the council in February.'" The fifteenth was 
however paid in his diocese and the king referrtd to it as 
a grant made hy the bishop's liberality."" The same 
feeling is expressed in the instructions concerning pay- 
ment by crusaders. The grant in the council had not 
altered their privilege to be exempt from contribution. 
But the king did not propose to allow tliom to escape. 
Some magnates had already agreed to pay,'"* and those 
who refused were to be coerced by the threat that other- 
wise they would be dented the liberties granted by the 
king,"" an expression of the belief that the king granted 
certain liberties to all the men of his kingdom who paid 
him a certain sum in the form of a series of individual 
grants. When the chroniclers describe the tax as granted 
bj every one in the kingdom as though each had been 
present at the council, they express the same belief. Even 
so, there can be hardly a doubt that there was united 
action by the great council. 

The following classes paid the tax : 

1. All men by whatever tenure they held on the fees 
of lay tenants in chief."' 

2, The men on the royal demesne, the cities, and 
boroughs.'" 

8. The clerical tenants in chief (not including the 
churches), though there were special arrangements con- 
cerning the assessment. They did not compound in lump 
sums, but the property of all their tenants, freemen, 
villeins, and men on their demesnes, as well as that of 

'IT He does not witness the reissue of the charter. 
soa'-ex mere liberalitaUs veitne dono" (Rot. Lilt. Clout., II, 75b). 
300 "mni^Hlibus qui hulc qiiint^declmiE dnnde se sponle submise- 
runt" (Pal. Roll: I. 572). 
sio Ibid. 

>ii Select Charleri, p. 35S; the writ mentions villeins. 
9'ifiol. Litl. Oiaut; II, S6a, 43b, Ub, 4Sb, TAb; Wend., IV, 138. 
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those holding by military tenure, was assessed and taxed 
B prescribed by the great council."" 

4. Religious houses which did not hold by military 
I tenure."* 

5. Merchants, especially mentioned for assessment.*'* 
There were some, however, among whom were the 

Cistercians and Premonstratensians'" who did not pay 
on the assessed volue of their property, but fined for it 
mstead. This fine was called a fine for the fifteenth. The 
Cistercians compounded in some way, both for the revenues 
of their churches and for their lands."' According to 
one writer, they paid a lump sura of 2,000 marks;"' and 
we know that in June, 1226, they paid the king 1,000 
marks.^'^ The Templars paid 500 marks.'" The 
Hospitallers were exempt, but later paid a sixteenth on 
their benefices."*' 

Ill "de dominicls et villanla propriis et burgensibus ipsiva epUcopi 

(Norwicensis) ct allls liberis hominibus de feodo siio qui non tenent 

[■ jwr serviduni mlliUre" (Pat. Rollt, I, 571); ibid., SIS; Bot. Litt. 

; Claat., II, 4.1a, 71a, 99a, 148b( Madox, II, 391, n. «; S»Ucl Ckarler*. 

p. SjT. This statement does Dot include certain relipous orders, for 

which, see l>elow. 

1'* "Matidatum est eisdem juEticIariis quod dominus rex va\t quod 

, SBtresburienbU episcopus assideat et colligat quint amdeci mam 
dc . ■ . mobiiibus abbatuin, prioruni et aliorum virorum retigiosorum 
et bominuto suanim qui non tenent per Eerviclum miUtare" (Pat. 
Rollt, I, 625, see) j Rot. Lill. Clatu., II, 10b, 7Ia. 

si»S«W( CharUrt, above; Cov., II, 2S.7. 

iiiCov., II, iSI. 

mRol. Lilt. Clou*., II, 177a. 

>i» Wav.. p. 300. 

ti» Pal. Rollt, 11,40. 

110 "pro quintadecima sua, quam nobis, debuerunt pro sc ct homini- 
bus suls cubantlbua ct levantibus in terris prEediclorum magistrl ct 
fratrum, et pro omnibus rebus Buis proprlls ct hominum suorum"; 
"de pnedicta quintadecima per prsdictnim ftnem sint quiett" {ibid., 
II, 17). 

"1 Rot. Lilt. Claui., II, 71h. IgOa. No tax was to be levied on the 
properly of those deceased before the day when the fifteenth was 
granted (ibid,, 9Tb). In November, 1334, a tallage had been levied 
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The taxable goods were not described but a list of 
exempted property was made out with care. The inten- 
tion was not to tax ornaments or property used for earn- 
ing one's living. For churchmen and freemen who were 
not merchants, the following goods were exempt : books, 
church ornaments, war and draft horses, arms, jewels, 
vases, supplies of castles; for merchants, their arms, 
riding horses, household goods, and provisions for their 
own consumption; for villeins, their arms, tools, food, 
and farm products which were not for sale,°" The 
necessity for a careful statement of the taxable property 
was shown when disputes arose over the assessment of 
boats and their equipment, but in accordance with the 
principle that the tools of one's trade were not to be 
taxed, this property was exempted."* The tax was to be 
paid half in June and half at Michaelmas, 1225."' Fart 
of it was still due in December, 1226.'" 

The machinery of the assessment and collection of tlu9 
tax follows."" The liing appointed justices in each 
county ; the number varied from three in some counties to 
nine in Norfolk and Suffolk."' The sheriff summoned the 
county court to meet them on a certain day in March fixed 
in the writ. Knights were chosen on that day from each 

on the Jews {Pat. RolU. I, 496); Rot. Litt. Clatu., It, 39b; it 
Binounted, according to the Wsverley Annals, to 5,000 marks (Wav., 
p. 300); In the Close Roll, there is a reference to a tallage on the 
Jews of 4,000 marks (,Bot. Litl. Claut., II, U3a, October, 1396); in 
1333, there is a reference to two old tallages on the Jews of 6,000 
marks and 8,000 marks (Cal. Pat. Rolli, I, 13); also, in Shirley, I, 
392, and Cloie RolU, I, 560. 

J" Select Charter*, p. 355. 

"3 Rot. Litt. Clam., II, ]?9b, 91b. 

i'2<atlect Charter!, p. 356; Wend., IV, 101. It was not all paid 
at this time. Orders were Issued to render accounts in January and 
June, 1996 (Madox, II, 991. n. /; Rot. Litt. Claut., II, 153a). 

"'■Rot. Lilt. Cta-ut., 11, U6a, 

528 Seleet Charferi, pp. 35S-35T. 

"J Pat. RolU, I, 511, 560-S67; Bot. Litt. Claut., II, 146, IIT. 
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hundred, usually four in number, but there might be more 
or fewer, according to the size of the hundred. These 
elected knights did not serve in their own hundred. Both 
the justices and the knights swore in the presence of the 
county court to perform their duties faithfully. The 
assessment was then made. The justices sometimes per- 
sonally assessed the tax in part of the county while the 
knights did the work in the rest. The justices were 
ordered to reserve some parts of the county to assess "in 
propriis personis" when there was need. Then in case 
of a dispute over the value sworn to by any taxpayer, 
the writ says, "milites ipsi . . . veritatem inquirant," 
as if the justices had not been present. Further, the 
justices in Surrey received a special order to perform 
the work in that county in person because it contained 
few hundreds.'^" Whether any knights were elected there 
or not is uncertain. These entries show that the knights 
worked independently of the justices, whose business it 
was to have general supervision and to receive and guard 
the money when collected. Evidently the knights were 
divided into groups, else the regulation concerning a 
larger or smaller number according to the size of the 
hundred had no point to it. Tbey then met the men of 
each vilt, and at the meeting the bailiffs of earls and 
barons swore to the number, quantity, and value of their 
lord's moveables; and other men made the same oath as 
to their own goods and the goods of two of their neighbors. 
Disputes were settled by a jury. A roll of each vill was 
drawn up in duplicate, one copy being retained by the 
knights and the other delivered to the justices. The 
money was collected in each vill by the reeve and four 
men, who paid it to the knights and they in turn to the 
justices. It was deposited temporarily in a church, abbey, 
or priory, under the seal of both knights and justices. 
"■ Pat. BoUt, I, 511, 
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In this scheme, the subordinate position of the sheriff 
should be noted. He was to cooperate with the justices ; 
he summoned the court to meet them ; probably he sum- 
moned the men of the vill to meet the knights ; he aided 
by distraint; he probably furnished transportation for 
the money collected; he distrained the justices to render 
their account,"* but the responsibility for the assessment 
and collection was taken entirely out of his hands. The 
assessment was searching, at least among the lower 
classes. Complaints arose among the poor, and the jus- 
tices were finally ordered to spare them."" The religious 
orders, as we have already seen, were opposed to the tax, 
and the government was willing to make special arrange- 
ments with them. Ordinary laymen met with no such 
consideration and were distrained if they refused to pay."^ 
We may notice some variations in the scheme of assess- 
ment. The clergy were in the beginning allowed to assess 
their demesnes by their own bailiffs."^ Later this privi- 
lege was extended to include all their freemen except those 
who held by military service.'" A churchman might be 
allowed to assess his knights also, one of the king's justices 
taking part in the work.**' According to the original 
plan, the bishop was to have charge of levying the tax 
on the property of religious bodies in his diocese."' The 
king appointed a clerk to cooperate with the bishop's 
officials,"* But the abbots and priors often, perhaps 

tnibid., I, 564-565: Rot. Lilt. Clau*., It, 73-75, 116, lASs. 

"0 Pal. BoUt, I. 573. 

''tiRot. Lilt. Clavt., II, 9«a, 40b, 66b; If a man had had property 
and had disposed of it before the flfleenth was granted, he might 
have to prove that fact in order to avjid being taxed or being fined 
{ibid., 63a). 

^■3 StUcl Charter$, above. 

»" Pat. BolU, I, 579. 

"• Ibid., 5T1. 

"» Ibid., 5*6; Rot. lAtl. Claut., 11, 71a, 99a. 

"• Pal. BolU, I, 571. 
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generally, sought and obtained from the king permission 
to make the assessment by their own bailifTs with the help 
of an official of the bishop or a king's clerk."' The par- 
ticulars of the assessment on the lands of the clergy were 
entered on a roU."" 

The great council provided that the money was to be 
kept in the castles of Devizes and Winchester in the care 
of the bishops of Bath and Salisbury."* To these prel- 
ates the collectors rendered their accounts'*" and through 
tliem the money was paid out."' The provision concern- 
ing the care of the receipts suggests that there was an 
attempt by the barons to controJ the expenditure of the 
tax, and if so, then we have another evidence of the cor- 

WT/Md., 1, MS, 570, 579; 11, 18; Rot. Litt. Clau,., II, Bib, 29b, 71a. 

"»Bo(. Liil. Claut., II, 148bi Pat. RolU, II, 18. 

aaa "provlsuiu est de cowilio Hdelium noatronim nobis apud Lond' 
nuper sssistenduni quod medietas tocius qulntedecime nostre tain 
cIeri(?orum quam iBlcorum reponatur salvo custodienda in castro 
nostra Wjiilon' in custodia vcnerabills patris R. Sarr" episcopi et 
«lia medietas in castro noslro Dyvis' in custodia vestra" {i.«. of J., 
bishop of Bath) {Rot. Lilt. Claiu.. II, 73b) ; ibid., 64b, T4, 75, 70a, Sla. 
Pal. Roth, II, 10*. 

no Ibid.; also, 148b, I59a. Mud) of the money was paid at the 
New Temple at London (ibid., pp. 75, 16), Jn connection with this 
description of the arrangements tor tlie cure of tlie receipts from the 
fifteenth should be noticed the charge against Hubert dc Burf^ In 
1930 and his reply. He was summoned to account for the flrteentfa, 
"qus per commune consilium totius regni custodiri et haberl debult 
in deposito; et ita in deposito, quod nihil indc capcretur usque ad 
Etatem domini regis, nisi per visum sex episcoporum et sex comituia 
ad hoc specialiter attomatorum, et hoc non nisi ad defcnsionem 
regni"; "od hoc (Hubert) rcspondit, quod domini Sarisberiensis et 
Bathoniensis episcopi illam pecuniam rcccperunt per commune con- 
silium regni, et Inde reddiderunt compotum suum, et inde quiet! 
sunt per literas domini regis" (Mstthew Paris, VI, 65-88). The 
justiciar's statement describes the way in which the money was 
actually handled. It is, however, possible that the council proposed 
to have a. committee of six bishops and six barons supervise the 
expenditune of the money; perhaps they viewed the accounts of the 
two prelates. The account of the levy is not in the Pipe Roll. 

>«Fat. RoUt, I. 534.646: H, 1-56. 
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porate action of the great council. The money was 
regarded as a special fund for the expenses of the war 
and the administration of Gascony. When the justiciar 
wished to use any of it for governmental purposes in 
England, he borrowed from the fund with the promise 
to repfiy,'" That there was difficulty in binding the king 
by such an arrangement is shown when the latter in 
acknowledging one of these loana said that if he did not 
repay the money, he would guarantee immunity to the 
bishops who were the guardians of the treasure.'" 

In March, 1225, Richard, the king's brother, was sent 
to Gascony as viceroy ; he was accompanied by his uncle, 
the veteran earl of Salisbury, and a small force of 
knights.'*' Reinforcements were sent over in 122S and 
1226."' No general summons to the host seems to have 
been issued, so that these forces were probably mercena- 
ries. It is interesting to notice the amount of money 
expended in this expedition. From June 15, 1225, to 
August, 1226, nearly 54,000 marks were cither sent to 

s'iThe kliij; borrows £1,800 whicli Is repaid in October (Pal. 
RolU, I, S4T, US; Rot. Lilt. CJ«u#., 11. 6*b); ibid., GGa; "de tienarlis 
quintedecime . . . centum iibras de preitito" {Par. RolU, II, 42); 
also ibid., pp. 4fl, 4S, 90; these may not have been all repaid. Part 
of the money was used for other purposes with no such reservation 
(ibid., pp. S6, 31, 63, 86). That It was a special fund is suggested in 
the charge against Hubert de Burgh (see above, p. 167). 

"> "et si non reddiderimus, voluraus quod de tunta pecunla sint 
quieti et cos indc servabimus indenipnes" (Pat. Rullt. I, 54T). The 
promise seems to indicate thai the bishops feared the mftgnatea would 
call them to account for such a disposition of tlic money, but more 
probably it was merely a safeguard against a future account which 
they would have to render to the king; p/. Matthew Paris, VI, 65-66, 
where Hubert states that "inde (of the fifteenth) reddideront com- 
potum suum. et inde quiet! sunt per llteras domini regis." 

"• Seventj- Imights (Win/., p. 94) ; 40 knights (Wend., IV, 101); 7T 
men (Ramsa}-, Daicn of Iht Conitilvtion, p. 40, from Pat. Roll; I, 
6TS-574). 

t'iPal. RolU. 1, 53S, 575, II, 15, 16, 91, 33, 35, 36, 53, 56; Rot. 
ZAtt. Claut., II, 4&b, 5Bb, 59a, 110a, 113a, 11Tb. 118b, I99b, ISTb. 

IBS 
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Richard or paid to soldiers on their way to Gaacony or to 
merchants for loans made to Richard."" Thus a cam- 
paign in Gftscony was a heavy expense and in this instance 
required the greater part o( the fifteenth, the total amount 
of which was £57,838 13s 6d.'" Two of the leaders of 
the expedition, the earl of Salisbury and Philip de 
Albiniaco, were allowed to levy an aid on all their tenants 
in October, 1225, to support themselves in the war."* 
Their tenants had apparently to pay a double tax. 

The SrxTEENTH, 1226 

The government did not venture to collect the fifteenth 
from the beneficed clergy on the authority of a grant by 
the great council. One annalist says that the secular 
clergy would not pay this tax and so the king asked the 
pope for letters to the clergy, urging them to make a 
grant."* However that may be, the pope wrote on 
February 3, 1225, asking that this be done"" and his 
letter may have been in answer to one of the king, written 
after Christmas, 1224, when, it may be, the clergy refused 
the grant. But no immediate use was made of the pope's 
letter as there is no record of an attempt to obtain a 
contribution from the secular clergy till May, 1226, when 
this letter with one from the king was sent out by arch- 
bishop Stephen, together with two letters of his own."' 

"ipfK. RolU, I, 5S4-54S; 11, l-5fl. pa*Hm. 

"1 Red Book, in, lOfi*! "summa full circlter qualer viginti pt 
novein milia marcsrum" (Matthew Paris, VI. 66) ; one account, 
probably incomplete, is as follows: £33,589 6s Td received by the 
biehop or Salisbury: £153+3 IBs Si^d by the bishop of Bath (Vincent, 
Laneatfiire Lay Sttbiidiiu. p. 16). 

"' Pat. RolU. I, 350, 534. 

*"Duntt., p. 93. 

Pat. RolU, I, 585; Rtg. S. 0$m., II, 57; M'ilkins, Concilia. I, 603i 
this letter is given in Coventry, II, 856. where the chronicler repre- 
sents that it was used at the council which granted the Rfteenth. 
One draft of the king's letter Is given in Rot. Lilt. Clmu., II, 
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The archbishop urged that a grant be made, suggesting 
a twelfth, or a fourteenth. The king promised that the 
tax should not form a precedent, and, as evidence of his 
good faith in the matter, declared that a tenth of the 
hay and of the product of the mills on his demesne should 
henceforth be given to the churches and that he would 
try to persuade the magnates to make a similar grant. 

The records of Salisbury church show that there was 
much discussion over this request. All the canons were 
summoned and four main points were considered: 
whether they should malcc any grant; if so, how much; 
how to make it uniform ; and how to prevent the establish- 
ment of a precedent. Furthermore, it was suggested that 
a council of all the churches be called. Evidently other 
churches had not made the grant as asked, for the arch- 
bishop summoned a council of deans, archdeacons, and 
regulars with representatives of absentees, to meet at 
London in October, 1226. Each church was to instruct 
its own delegates."* 

After deliberation the council granted a uniform tax 
of a sixteenth of revenues according to the valuation of 



l^b; Wllldns, I, SOS, 620; R»gUt«T of S. Otmu»d, ed. Jones, Rolls 
Series, II, A5-9G; a full account of this tax with all these letters is 
given in the Keg. S. Oim.. II, 55-70; also in Wilkins, 1, 603-60S, which 
is taken from the register. On this tax, see Ernest Barker, Thv 
Dominican Ordnr and Convoration. pp. *8-Sl. 

"" The instructions given by the church of Salisbury show that 
the grant would be so liedgcd about by restrictions as to render the 
king entirely dependent on ttie will of the churches for any returns 
from the tax. The grant was to be made "de prebendis ct redditibus 
et hoc secundum estimationem quK facta fuit ad subventionem Terrs 
SanctK et nuUo modo de mobilibus"; it was to be collected by the 
chapter, not by the bishopi no oath was to be taken; no sentence of 
excommunication Issued; "prollxos terminos" for payment. One 
question to Ik asked at the council was what was to be done if 
some canons refused to do that to which the majority of the chapter 
agreed (_Rig. S. On>t., above). 
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the twentietli in 1216."" These values did not corre- 
spond to the true values, for th«y were usually made in 
round sums."* The tax was collected in cathedral 
churches by the deans and the chapter, and in parochial 
churches by the archdeacon and other worthy men 
appointed by the bishop. It was to be paid, half in 
February, 1227, ond half in the June following. Letters 
patent were issued declaring that the grant should not 
form a precedent. '°° Part of the tax remained unpaid, 
for in 1229 the king wrote to several bishops complaining 
that considerable sums were still in arrears. The dean 
and chapter of Lincoln had paid nothing.'"" Some 
churches raised the tax by taking an aid from their 
knights and free tenants.'" The Irish clergy were also 
asked to contribute, but were very unwilling to do so and 
may have escaped entirely.^" Thus at last, the govern- 
ment adopted the suggestion made long before that taxes 
be raised on personal property. So many meri" paid this 
time on the assessed or estimated value of their property 
that it was the exception to pay dona. 

In 1226, Henry III was very desirous to lead in person 
an expedition to Gascony, but by counsel of the barons, 
he postponed the invasion."' Though the pope too had 

M»Ibid.; Thtok., p. 69; Wiff., p. 419; Annalei Moiuttlerii da 
Oieiuia, ed. Lu«rd, Rolls Series, p. 68; o flft^ath. Wend., IV, 139; 
Fat. Roll*, 11, M; Chrmticon Ttioma Wyket, ed. Luard, Rolls Series, 
p. 67. 

iitRrg. S. Otm., II, 70-7S. 

)» Rot. Litl. Claiu.. II, ailbi Pal. Roll*. II. S4. The clergjr feared 
thai the tax would lend to others, and the pope In his letter urging 
them to grant this tax had stated that it was not to be drawn into 
a precedent (Fat. RalU, 1, S85). 

Ji'Pat. Rolli. II, 2*9i Clofe RolU, 1. 380. 381. 

Ki Rot. lAtt. Clatu.. II, lUa. 

»»Pal. RolU. II. 100, 101. 103, 104, 138; C\oit RolU, I, 383. 

H>Wend., IV, 136; Rof. Litt. Claut., II, 151a; Pat. RolU, II, U. 
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forbidden it,*"" the king did not give up his plan. In 
June, 1227, he summoned the tenants in chief to meet 
on August 1 and ordered ships to gather at the same 
time for the invasion."' The truce was however extended 
to 1228 and the summons was countermanded."' For 
the expenses of the war in Gasconj a tallage was levied 
in 1226 and 1227."* The assessment was made in each 
county by the sheriff acting with commissioners who were 
appointed by the king,^'* Many of the towns fined with 
the assessors for their tallage and assessed it them- 
selves."" A peculiar feature of the levy was the tallage 
of London which was assessed per capita. Though this 
was an ordinary way of levying a tallage, there was some- 
thing unusual about it, for the king issued letters patent 
promising that as far as London was concerned it should 



«"» Shirley, I, 545-547. 

»•! Rot. lAtt. Claut., 11, BlOb, SUaj to meet June 15 at WiDchester 
(Brg. 8. Otmundi, II, 55) i aome of the towns were to furnish ships 
Id lieu of their taUsge (Bat. Litt. CUhu., It, ITtb). 

"J Ibid., II, 21Ja. 

mi "de competenti auxilio nobis faclendo ad hereditatem nostram 
et Jura nostra perqulrcnda Id partlhus tranamHrinis" (Fat. Rollt, 
III 1(H); "auxtliuin ... ad opus . . . R. comitis Pictavte" (Rot. 
Lilt. Clatu., II, 171a); the tallage was leried on London before 
December 82, 1226 (Fat. Bollr, above), but most of the order* for 
its collection were sent out in January and February, 1297 (Rot. 
Litt. Chui., II, 171s, 908b). It Is tnenlioned in Theok., p. 69, Wend, 
IV, 138, and Wig., p. 419; Farrer, Lane. Inquettt, p. 135. 

t'*Rot. Lilt. Claiu.. II, 171, lT6a. These commissioners were royal 
justices; e.g. in Hereford, the tallage was assessed by S. de Segrave, 
William Fit! Warini, and Ralph Musard (Pipe Roll, 19 Henry III, 
m. 9 d), who were judges (Pat. BolU, II, 107). Cf. the list of tal- 
lagers in Rot. Litt. Ctaai., II, 208, 909, with tlie itinerant justices 
(ibid., 151, 913). 

IDS Thus towns responded for round sums; see also Rot. Litt. 
ClatiM., II, 90Sb. The bishop of Hereford had excommunicated forty 
citizens of Hereford because "In conununi tallagio regis in civttate, 
homines suos (of the bishop) conclves et inhabitanles ciritatem et 
homines canonicorum talliaverant et namia pro tallagio ccperant" 
(Bad Book, III, 1010); Madox, I, 707, n. h, i. 
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not form a precedent."' Wendover states that the king 
compelled the citizens to pay 5,000 marks, because they 
had paid that sum to Louis when he left England.'" 
Probably this sum was demanded and refused and the 
king then took a tallage per capita. The amount charged 
in twenty-nine counties In 1226 and 1227 was about 9,000 
marks. Of this sum, 4,120m 5s 8d were charged against 
London. In 1227, the government ordered eiII charters 
to be confirmed as the king was now declared to be of 
full age. Towns sometimes paid a lump sum for their 
tallage and for confirmation of their chaxtera. The 
amounts do not appear exorbitant,"' and in many cases 
were afterward reduced,"* 

The Scutagb op Kbrkt, 1228 

In 1228, the Welsh attacked the castle of Montgomery, 
and to relieve it the host was summoned and Wales 
invaded. The campaign lasted about six weeks and was 
a faUure."" Most of the great tenants performed their 

iM Pipe RaU, 19 Heniy III, tn. 6; MedDx, t, 708, n. ti; Pat. Boll*. 
II, 104, 1^. 

"TWend., IV, 138; aee above, p. 194, note IB. That this was not 
an isolated case of levy per capita Is shown hy the foUowlng: 
"Homines de Calne r c de vi U. et xbc aol. et ii den. de tallsgio assise 
super Ipaos per capita" (Pipe Roll. 12 Henrj- III, Wilts, m. 9). 

saa Salop 300m "pro taillagio suo asslao super cos per Henricuto de 
Alditheleg et Johanncm Bonet et pro habenda carta regis et con- 
flrmatione de libertatibus eis conccssis per carlam regis J. et pro 
llbertatibus per regem H. eis de novo concessis" (Pipe HoU, H 
Henry III, Salop, m. a d) ; Bedford £100 for tallage and confirma- 
tion {ibid., m. 9); Northampton £300 for the same iibid., m. 10); 
I Wendover (IV, 139) says that Northampton paid £1,900 "de auxillo"i 
HcTeford, 190 marks (Pipe Roll. 19 Henry HI, Heref., m. 2 d). 
ass Newcastle from £900 to £100; Carlisle from 196m to SOm; 
Norwich from 460m to 900m and then to l£Om; Stafford from 100m 
to GOm; Salop from 40Dm to 3D0m; Winchester from UGm 6s to 
lOOms Scarborough from 920m to ISOm, etc. (fiof. Orig., 11 Henry 
HI, no. 1, m. 5, 6) ; Hot. LM. Clam., II, 180-186. 
s'oWend, IV, 17J-173i Duiut., p. llOj Brut y Tt/viyogioa, ed, 
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service;"' the army also contained lesser tenants and 
rear-vassala.'" Some tenants performed only part of 
their service."' The fighting took place in the autumn 
and the exchequer had not sufficient money to defray 
expenses,'" Immediately after the king's return, writs 
were issued (October 24) directing a scutage at two 
marks on the fee to be paid on December 7 in most of the 
counties and in a few cases on January 20."° 

Owen Jones, p. 317. Henry was st Montgomery from September 3 
to some date between Oetobcr U and SB (_CIot« BolU. 1, TS-t39}. 

I'l Most of them receive writs of quittance, 

2^1 Scutage Rolls, no. 3, m. 4, 5; see also below. 

3iiCtoit RolU, I, 118; Chrcn. Pttrob., p. 10; WyUi, p. 70. 

Knislitii 
Ser- fur- 
vice Dished 

Walter de Ashley 10 1 Quit in Dors, and Somers., Pipe 

Roll, 13 Henry III. 

John de Villiers 1^ 1 Quit, Burks and Bedf. 

John de Bcauchamp 3^ 1 Quit, Bucks and Bedf. 

Henry Fiti Richard 7 9 serg. Quit, Dore. and Som. 

Hugh Giffard 2i^ 1 serg. "dehet" 5m, Heref. 

Michael de Columbariis I I Quit, Hants. 

William de Ponte Arche 1 1 Quit, Hants. 

Roger Fitz Payn IS 1 Quit, Dors, and Som. 

Robert de AmencviU 1 1 Quit, Glouc. 

Henry de CMIU 33i^ 6 serg. Quit, Oxford 

(Scutage RoUe, above.) 

>'* Sheriffs were to forward receipts directly to the army Instead 
of to the enehequer (CIo»« RolU, I, 79-81). 
s'" Cloie HolU, I, 118. This is the account: 

M s d 

Clerical tenants 1404 7 

Seventy-one lay tenants (each S gr more fees) 34S3 S 10 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than S fees, etc.) 1011 5 8 

Total 5899 9 2 

Paid, 13 and 14 Henry III . . 3700 4 5 

Fees taxed, fewer than 3000, 
The Tl tenants include as one tenant each the honors of Eye, Chokes, 
and Richard de Reimes; also 13 tenants holding 5 or more fees each 
on great honors in hand such as Boulogne, Peverel, etc. In the sum 
charged against the lesser tenants (each fewer than 5 fees, etc.) 

17« 
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This scutage was pciid by tenants who had failed to 
ranswer the summons. A rear-vassal who was in the array* 
I received a writ of quittance and his lord was exempt that| 
l-amount."" In some cases the tenant in chief who had 
I performed only part of his service paid no scutage at 
I all.'" A tenant who did not pay might be disseized or 
I distrained."' Yet it was difficult to compel prompt pay- 
I ment. William de Ferrar held one fee of the bishop of 
I Bath which William Marshal gave him with his wife in 
I free marriage. The bishop tried to collect scutage from 
I it, but the tenant refused to pay and was then distrained 
1 by the sheriff. He claimed that William Marshal ought 
■ to acquit him. The plea was not allowed because the 
sub-tenant ought to have proceeded against the donor 
and had not done so, though he had had sufficient time, 
over two years. So he was ordered to pay the scutage, 
. and should lie refuse the sheriff was to sell the goods which 
I he was holding and pay the proceeds to the bishop. This 
L case was not settled till 1231.'" William de Vesey served 
I in the army and was granted his scutage. The writ which 
[ the sheriff received stated that it was the scutage of 
Montgomery instead of Kerry. Consequently, the latter 

are included 5S6m charged against honors in hwid, [caving about 
450m against tenanU in chief, or 995 fees. Of the sum charged 
1 against the clergy an<t the lesiier lay tenants, about two-thirds were 
L paid in 1999 and 1930; of that charged ngain-st those laymen holding 
e or more fees, about one-third. Some of the great leoants who 
e charged and who pay are women: the coimtcsacs at Winchester, 
Oxford, and Salisbury. Some of the holdings in the list of Ave or 
more fees are probably In hand, but not all; Nigel de Mowbray and 
the earl of Warwick are both charged with scutage and both pay 
part of it. 
I >" Clota RoiU. I, 63. 84, 65, 96. 131, 391. 
' s" Sec above, note 973. 

178 "Precephmi est vicecomiti quod diss' heredes Mathei de Tor- 
Ington' et uxorem ejusdem M. pro scutagio de Kery" (Exeh., K. R^ 
Mem. Roll, no. 10, m. 4). 
f« CUMt Boll; I, Sia. 

vn 
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ecutage was demanded of William. On his refusal to pay 
he was distrained and he then secured the correction of 
the writ. Yet the sheriff did not resort to these extreme 
measures till 1280, two years after the campaign."" In 
1289, two tenants were pardoned their scutagcs for this 
expedition.'" The scutage was ultimately paid by the 
rear-vassats. The king granted tenants the right to col- 
lect it from their men, the sheriff aiding with distraint, 
if necessary."' The existence of such orders shows that 
the tenant in chief could not make such a collection with- 
out the king's consent. The same orders and the delays 
in payment show that the exchequer did not pass over 
the heads of the tenants in chief and levy the scutage on 
the sub-tenants. The scutage did not stop with the 
immediate vassal of the tenant in chief.'" 

The Papal Tenth, 1229 



This year occurred another case of papal taxation to 
raise money to carry on war against the emperor, 
Frederick II. The demand was presented by the papal 
nuncio, Stephen, in a great council, composed of all 
the tenants in chief, the rectors of churches, and the 

HO Clote BoIU, I, 3T5. 

»" Exetrpla, I, 322. 

**'Clote RolU, I. 118; for Matilda, wife of Richard de Redvers 
{Bteerpta, 1, 179); In the *nse of Oliver dc Albiniaco, a rear-vassal. 
wfaoBc goods had been seised "et averia liua ea occasione capta sine 
dilatione delibcrari faciat" {Cloie Rolli. Ill, 439}; Scutage Rolls, no. 
9. "Dominus rex conceBsil Willelmo Lungesp' quod per manum suam 
coUigi facerct scutagium sviim de feodis milltum que de rrge tenet 
in caplte de hereditate uxoris, sfilicet de scuto ii marc, pro exerdtu 
de Kery ad respondendum inde per manum suam ad scaccariuin . . . 
et mandatum est vicecomiti Oxon' quod scutagium illud sic coUigt 
permittat et sit In auxilium eidem W. ad dlatringendum milites et 
libere tenentes suos in balllva sua ad sculagtum illud el reddendum" 
(Fine Roll, 13 Henrj' III, m. 13); there are other cases on m. 12, 13. 

SM Distraint of the tenants of Geoffrey de Dunatanvill," a t 
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Templars and the Hospitallers. The laity refused to 
make the grant, but the clergy yielded. Wendover says 
that the king had promised the pope a tenth of the move- 
ables of all in the realm in return for the cassntion of 
the election of Waller de EynesJiam as archbishop of 
Canterbury, and that for this reason he did not oppose 
the pope's demand. The earl of Chester refused to allow 
his clergy to be taxed and thus they escaped,^*' 

This tftx should be noticed, not only as another case 
of the taxation of the clergy, but also as an attempt to 
the tax on property. The pope sought to levy it 
on the actual value of the property and revenues.''* The 
papal nuncio had general charge of the assessment and 
collection and he appointed representatives for that pur- 
pose in the different dioceses. In each cathedral church 
and monastery, some of the canons or monks made the 
assessment under oath.'" As the assessment would take 
some time and there was need of the money at once, the 
clergy had to make immediate advances of money which 

Kvusal {Cloie Rollt, I, 331); pardon of scutage to PhUlp de Albln' 
flrtio held of Oliva who held of the honor of Brittiiny (ibid., 1, S5). 

nWfDd., IV, 18*. 300-203; Dun»t., pp. 114, 166; O.nej/, p. 70; 
[ Gerv. Cant, Contintiation, II, laS; Thtok., p. 73; Wykes, p. 70; Wig., 
pp. 431, 493; Burton, pp. 949, 364-365; ITinf., p. 85; Wav.. p. 305; 
t Ohron. Pttrob., p. 10. 

>"deciiiiani omnium booorum" (Tkeak., p. 73); "decimam pro- 
I'Ventuiim de omnibus terris, redditibua, decimis, oblatioiUbus, non 
I deductis expcnsiti" {Dvntt., p. 135) ; "noa aecuDdum taxationcm fac- 
I vicesima, . . . sed secundum qnod melius possunt, . . . omniA 
I'feona Ft mobilia singulorum taxarJ; videlicet, de omnibus reddltibus, 
.)>roventibus, fructibua carmCBrum, oblatianibus, deciniis, nutrimenlis 
{xnlmalium ct fructibus, et de omnibus obventionlbus cceleslarum vel 
iarum possessionum, (juocumque nomine censeantur, non aliquibus 
B debitis vel expensis aliqua occasione dcductis" (Wend., above) ; 
■ *A. D. 122B, dectmata est universalis ecdesia Angus', et omnia 
Inobilia et immobilia derieorum et rrligiosontm" (Barton, pp. 364- 
1 where also are given the details of the assessment), 
n "constilutis procuratoribus suls in singulis comltatibus rcgni" 
t(Wend^ IV, 90S)( "et taxationem rerum fecit fieri in eccloiia 
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were later credited to them in the tenth.'" Prelates who 
refused to agree to the tenth, or to advance money, were 
threatened with excoonnunication. The attempt to base 
the tax on property, the use of sworn assessors, and the 
excommunication of those who opposed the levy caused 
great complaint."' 

cathedralibus et monosteciis per canonicos et moDschos eorum 
Juramento astrictos" {Dviuit., p. 114). 

>87 Wend., above; "unde pro festioato auxillo, domus de Dunstaple 
Bolvll viginti marcas"; the nfxt year they paid 4£i^ marks (Dunil., 
pp. 115, 195). After the assesament waa made, the prior of Tewkes- 
bury paid 109 marks, November 17, 1330 (Tfieok., p. 77). According 
to Wendover, some of the prelates were compelled to sell or pawn 
the gold and silver of the churches to raise the money. Matthew 
Paris odds that Stephen brought with hJm merchants who lent money 
to the clergy at ruinout ral^ (Matthew Paris, 111, 168). 

i>s It may be questioned whether the assessment was as serere is 
the outcries of the chroniclers would indicate. The tas on one of 
the deaneries of the church of Salisbury in 1336 was 100s, which 
would give a value of revenue of £B0 (the record gives eOm but it 
Is probably an error). A note gives another estimate of this prop- 
erty which seems to be that of IS39, for it is that of the roll sent 
to Stephen, the pope's chaplain: (In rotulo misso Stephano capel- 
lano domini P. P. sic:") The estimate is £100. The valuation of 
this same deanery for the levy of the twentieth of 1216 was 133m lOs 
("et sic fult a^stimatio decanatus et prssbcnde decani cxx marc' et 
xiii mare' et x solidi") (B^j. S. Oim., II, 70, note 1). 
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CHAPTER VX 
The Taxes in Detail from 1229 to 1242 



"IXTITH 1229 Henry III began to direct his govern- 
* • ment. The period covered by this chapter is 
characterized by increase in taxation and by a corre- 
sponding increase of resistance on the part of the tenants 
in chief, though the opposition had not as yet reached 
the point where it placed an effective check on the grow- 
ing power of the king. At the close of the period it was 
as yet uncertain whether or not the king would be success- 
ful in establishing the right to levy aids at will as long 
as he was careful to observe the form of assembling the 
great council and asking its consent. The advance in the 
demands of the king began on tlie occasion of the expe- 
dition to Gascony. Two scutages were taken, one of 
which was accompanied by fines. For the campaign 
against Richard Marshal in 1233, fines were also taken. 
Three aids wore taken from 1232 to 1237, that is, within 
six years, and two of these were on personal property. 
The king tried to have the aid of 1235 paid not merely 
on the usual number, but on all the knights' fees. 

But while Henry III was thus establishing precedents 
which might lead to arbitrary taxation, there were not 
lacking indications of growing opposition among the 
barons. The bishops in 1229 held the king to what they 
evidently considered to be the law; they paid him an aid 
and not a scutage, thus asserting a claim that they did 
not owe service in France for their fees. In 1231, all the 
clergy paid an aid and not a scutage, and in so doing the 
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religious houses seem to have asserted that the king had 
no right in law to a second scutage for the campaign in 
Gaacony. No scutage was levied for the campaign against 
Richard Marshal and none for the expedition to Wales 
in 1241, and here no doubt we see the enforcement of the 
baronial will that scutage was not legally due in these 
cases. In 1236, it seems likely that the king did not 
succeed in his effort to have the aid paid on all fees instead 
of on the customary number, though of this we cannot 
be quite sure/ There were numerous cases of debate and 
of postponement of the grant (1231, 1232, 1237). In 
1237, proposals were made by the barons to control the 
royal expenditure and the king had to promise that he 
would not consider the thirtieth as a precedent for future 
demands. 

Several dona were taken in connection with taxes on 
other parts of the community. The fact that the demesne 
paid a tallage instead of the thirtieth is interesting. 
Whatever the reason was, this substitution had the eflFect 
of denying that the grant by the great council bound 
the men on the royal demesne. The scutages of this 
period were all strict acutages. Tenants served in the 
host with only part of their quotas. 

The Taxation foh the Campaign of 1280 

Up to this time, in Henry Ill's reign, the scutage had 
been levied in connection with insular expeditions, had 
been put in charge at or near the close of the campaign, 
and had been regarded as the composition for service. 
For such campaigns, usually lasting not much longer than 
the feudal period of service and sometimes not as long 
and requiring a comparatively small number of knights, 
> The acctiunt of this levy is not in the Pipe Roll. The accounte 
entered in the Teita de Xavill do not permit one to sajr on how manj 
fees the tax was paid. 
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the government could afford to be lenient in the inter- 
pretation of the law of military service. The invasion 
of France was an affair requiring a much larger force 
than an expedition within England itself, and far more 
money. In 1226, about £36,000 of the fifteenth had been 
sent to Richard for his expenses in Gascony. Just before 
Henry III sailed in 1230, he acknowledged the receipt of 
11,100 marks from the English treasury.' While at 
Nantes, he borrowed 8,000 marks from Gascon mer- 
chants,' and in July was writing to the exchequer for 
more money.* Just before big return to England in 
September, he received 9,000 marks more,* and at the 
same time bound himself to pay the count of Brittany 
6,000 marks on his arrival home, and to send to the earl 
of Chester whom he left in charge in France 1,000 marks 
to carry on the war." The expectation of this heavy 
expense was probably Hubert de Burgh's reason for 
opposing the expedition. 

In July, 1229, at a council of the lay tenants held at 
Northampton, it was resolved to invade France, and the 
great barons were then summoned to meet at Portsmouth 
on October 14. The general summons to the lesser tenants 
was issued in September.' Partly on account of the 
season and partly on account of the insufficient number 
of ships, which the justiciar had succeeded in assembling, 
the expedition was postponed till the following Easter.* 
On April 80, the host finally set sail, landed in Brittany 

* Pat. BolU, II, 331, 33T, 341. 

• Ibid., 3T8, 379. 
4 Shirley, I, 383. In Ma}', the king wrote to EngloDii for 6,000 

msrlcs of the tallage of the Jews and all the other money in tlie 
Ldiequer. Up to July 1, he had received none of this {Oioti SotU, 
I. 411, 41T). 

Pat. Both, II, 39T. 

Ibid., 400, 401. 

Clotf BoJU. I, »8j Madox, I, 807, n. z, 

Wend., IV, S04-905( Tk»ok., p. 73{ ClOM BolU, I, 956, 3S0. 
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and marched south to Gasconj. The campaign ended in 
September.* The tenants were thus summoned twice. 
On both occasions, the army seems to have been large, 
though nothing definite can be said about it,'" At least 
230 ships were employed for transportation." The 
Patent Roll gives the names of nearly 400 men who 
received letters of protection because they accompanied 
the king." The Scutage Roll of Poitou contains 161 
names.'* The force would be larger than either of the 
last two numbers, for the great barons who received letters 
of protection or of scutage would be accompanied by 
knights." There were lesser tenants as well as greater 
in the host," and mercenaries were also employed." 

It is quite certain that the barons did not answer the 
summons with their full contingents. In some cases the 
writ stated that the tenant was to come with only part 
of his men. The earl of Chester, at least 69 fees, was to 
come with 19 knights;'^ Walter de Lacy, 51^ fees, was 



aRymcr, I, 198; Pat. Roll*, II, 395. 
ID Wae., p. 308; Wend., IV, 909. 
" Pat. RolU, II, 3T0-3T4. 
n/WA, 3S7?. 

I* Otnealogitt, New Series (1B84), I, T3-T6, described aa a Scutage 
Roll of the sixth year of Henry 111 ; it should be the fourteenth year- 
it In many cases the Scutage Roll states "qui hsbult tnilites suos." 
'»Hce these cases: William de Siffrewost, 1 fee; Elias de Bolton, 
1 fee of the honor of Boulogne; Eustace de Moreton, 3 fees of the 
honor of Peverel; Peter de Goldinton, 4 fees of the same honor. 
The Scutage Roll (sec above) states that each of these men was with 
the host. The writs of quittance In the Pipe Roll include lesser 
tenants. 

30 When the king came home, he left a force of SOO knights and 
1,000 sergeants, "slipendiarlos," to carry on the war; they had prob- 
ably been employed before (Wend., IV, 917); in September, the king 
promised to maintain 400 knights and 100 mounted sergeants; of 
these, 100 knights were "de militibus nostris" and the rest "ad 
denarios nostros," (Rymer, I, 198); see also, Pat. RolU, II, 399, 403, 
405. 
IT CIm« RolU. I, Ma. 
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Eununoned with four knights; William de Worcester was 
to come with one knight, or alone, well prepared.'* The 
Scutage Roll of 1230 (Poitou) in a few cases gives the 
number of knights that the tenant had with him and 
from this it is seen that only a part of the service was 
performed." 



John de Heriz 
Hugo Painel 
Ralph de Sudley , 
Payn de Chaworth 
Walter de Eatlegh 
Ralph de Newland 
Baldwin de Red vers 



These cases may fairly be regarded as typical. 

It has been questioned whether one or two scutages 
were levied for this campaign." In the Pipe Roll of 1230 
there appears a scutage of Brittany, or *'de prima trans- 
fretatione"; in 1231, there is another scutage, whose 
account is rendered separately, called the scutage of 

1* Ctoit BolU, I, 3Se. 

I* OtntaloffUl, Hbove. 

"• Pipe Rail, 14 Henrj III, Notts, and Derby. 

*■ Three fees in Line, and three fees in York, 

"Pipe Roll, 15 Henry III, Glouc. 

»« Ibid. 

"Ibid., 1* Henry HI, Dors, and Somers. 

s" Ibid., Essex and Herts, Honor of Boulogne. 

>° "qui habet 1 milltem pro se in servido domini regis in partibus 
transQiarinls." I* June (Pat. RolU, II, 380) i he held 5 fees in the 
honor of Boulogne. 

"Stnbhs, Conit. BiiL, II (3rd ed.), tB, gives two ecutages: Hall, 
Bid Book, IJ, clxxxviii, gives only one scutage; Ramsay, Datm of 
tht Contlitution, p. ST, note, gives the views of both; the last author 
cites a letter of the king from Shirley, I, 394, as evidence of one 
scutage only, imt that letter refers to the second levy and does not 
exclude a previous scutage. 
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Poitou, "post primam trans fret at ioncm." Both were at 
the same rate, three marks per fee. The scutage of 
Brittany was accompanied bj tines; that of Poitou was 
not. Unless there is evidence to the contrary, we may 
conclude from the separate entries that there were two 
levies. Further there were two grants of scutage ; the 
first was fixed in a council at Northampton in July, 1229, 
and the second in September, 1230.°' The bishops did 
not pay scutage, but they made two separate grants of 
aid at three marks per fee." The accounts of individual 
tenants show that a second scutage was taken. Henry 
de Braybrook was charged with 60 marks fine and scutage 
on ISYi fees (scutage of Brittany), all of which was 
paid; he was also charged with £27 of the scutage of 
Poitou,'" nearly all of which was paid. Thomas Fitz 
William had a writ of quittance for the scutage of Brit- 
tany and was charged with 10m for that of Poitou.*' 
Robert de Beauchamp paid 40m of fine "ne transfretet" 
in lieu of the scutage of Brittany ; he also paid the scutage 
of Poitou." The abbot of Peterborough paid 100m "in 
auxilio" and 180m scutage when the king crossed; when 
the latter returned, he demanded another scutage." 
Rear-vassals were sued at law by their lords for failure 
to pay two scutages at tbis time," There are two Scutage 
Rolls, one "pro exercitu nostro ad primam transfreta- 
tionem" and another "pro exercitu nostro Pictavie post 

3» See below, pp. 186, 191. 

s» See below, pp. 189, 199. 

■0 Pipe Roll, 1*. 16, and 16 Henry III, Northamp. 

i^Ibid.. 14 and 15 Henry III, York; half of the sum rharged was 
paid in 1831. 

"Ibid., It, 15, and IS Henry III, Dors, and Somer!!. This tenant 
held 17 fees of the honor of Mortain which paid at flve-eighths the 
ordinary rate; consequently his scutage in each case would have been 
31% marks. 

"Chron. Ptirob.. p. 11. 

siBraeton, Not* Book, eases 727, 789; cf. Ezcerpla, I, BIO. 
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primam transfretationem."" It seems certain that two 
scut ages were levied. 

The account of the scutage of Brittany follows : 



Scutage at 8m 



M 



Bishops (auzjlium at 8m per fee)*" IB52 
Twenty-one lay tenants (each 6 or 

more fees) . , . 1+8+ 6 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 

fees, etc.)" , . 602 2 

Total 8436 8 



Clerical tenants 

Twenty-six lay tenants (each 5 

more fees) . 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 

fees, etc.)" 12+0 

Total +084 



Fine 
1089 

]704 10 



Additional fine*' . . . 8+0 

Total tax 7818 

Paid, 1280, 12S1 . . . 5582 11 
Fees taxed, about SIOO.'" 



" The entricB of the scutage of Brittany date from September 11, 
lS99t of Poitou, from September IT, 1^30 (Scutage Rolls, no. 9, for 
Brittany; no, 5, for Polton). 

30 Tbe archbishop of Canterbury is charged with SOOm, all of which 
was paid; the bishops of Wineheater and Chichester were charged 
with 180m and 19m respectively, but the sums were later pardoned 
and have not been included here. 

>'' Of this sum. 3+4ra were on honors In hand. 

>s 43Sm on 66 fees are on honors in hand, leaving about 300m on 
100 fees of tenants in chief 

>8 Number of fees unknown. 

*" The county of Cornwall no longer appears in the roll since it 
was given to Richard, the king's brother. 
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This was a scutage in the strict sense levied on the lay 
tenants, the abbots, and the priors who did not perform 
their service." A council of the earls and barons had 
been held at Northampton in July and there it was deter- 
mined to invade France in October; at the same time it 
was agreed that a scutage at three marks per fee should 
be levied." As the king was able to force his tenants to 
accompany him on this expedition, as the scutage was 
taken from those who failed to answer the summons to 
the host, and as Henry III was able to exact from recal- 
citrants fines in addition to scutage, it seems certain that 
this scutage rested on the king's right to the military 
service of his tenants. The words of the bishops point 
to the same conclusion. Their statement that they would 
make an aid, but not because they were summoned to cross 
with the king, implies that the payments of other tenants 
were made because of this summons." 

Although it had been determined in July, 1229, to take 
a scutage, the collection did not begin at once, for the 

11 In each raunty, there ere writs of quittance in the Pipe RoU. 

*> One account of this coundl suggeEts that it was Eummoned to 
grant the scutage: "cum scutagium asset asslsum, scilicet, de teodo 
militis 3m de consilio comitum et baronum ... ad lioc vocutorum" 
(Madox, I, 607, n. z). But it seems probable that the main business 
was to gel the barons to agree to invade France. Ilie king had been 
anxious to do this for the past three years, but had been unable to 
bring it about. In 12^6 and 1237, he had proposed it (see above, 
p. 171). At Christmas, 1388, he was with difficulty persuaded to 
defer the matter (Wend., IV, 179); in February, 1839, he wrote to 
the magnates concerning an expedition which was soon lo be under- 
taken iCloKt Roll; I, £33), so that the July meeting was probably 
called (or this purpose. Further, the writs of summons to the host 
say "de consilio comitum et baronum nostrorum Anglian flrmiter 
proposuimus . . . trans fret are." They were sent out July 37, live 
days after the council {Clote Roll,, I, 248). 

*» "conccsBcrunt tanlum dare in auxilium . . . non propter sum- 
monlcionem els factam ad habendum lotum servicium suuin qaod 
domini regi debent apud Potesmue ad transfretandum cum eo" 
(Madox, above). 

186 
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account does Dot appear in the Michaelmas roll of this 
year.'* In September, notices of iines for exemption 
from service and for having scutage are found, so that 
orders for the collection of the tax were probably issued 
soon after September 10, the date of the general summons 
to the host." This scutage was paid bj those who failed 
to answer the summons of October." 

The tenant who failed to serve did not always escape 
with a payment of scutage. Fines were levied. They 
usually included the scutage, but not always. Robert de 
Beauchamp paid 40m ne transfrctet and to have quittance 
of the scutage of 17 fees. Robert de Novo Burgo 
accounted for 20m fine for his passage, saving to the 
king the scutage from 15 fees.*' The average rate per 
fee on the holdings of the lesser tenants was nearly eight 
marks, while on the religious houses and the greater lay 
tenants it was less than five marks per fee. Thus the 



** Cf. above, the seutage of Bedford, not put in diarge till August, 
yet it appears in the roll of the Game year. 

f^Bxctrpta, I, 168; Clott RolU, I, 914, 31fi, 330. Aa the scutage 
was not an aid, the orders for the collection eould hardly be issued 
till the summons to the host went out. Writs de hahendo scutagio 
were Issued Septeniber 11 (Scutage Rolls, no. 9) and this is probably 
the date when orders to eollert the urutage were issued, 

*■ Thus tliose who had agreed In come were allowed to have their 
scutage. In some cases, it is stated that the tenant had his scutage 
because he appeared at Portsmouth in OctolKr, 1390: "Quia Gal- 
frldus de Nevill' fuit apud Portcsm' a die S. Michaetls etc. . . . 
promptuB et paralus Iransfretare cum rege, concessit ci rex scutagiura 
suum" (CloiB RolU, 1, 314); also for Henry de Tebbetot (iftiU, 
3S5); for other notices of the levy of tiiia seutngc in connection with 
the summons of October. 1399, ibid., 360. 381, 3S5, 393, 398, 300, 331, 
343. 346. The same tenants do not [isy both the scutages of Brittany 
and PoJlou. a fact which suggests that tliey were levLcd in connection 
with difTerriit summons, 

" Pipe Roll. 14 Henry III, Dors, and Somen.; Madox, I, 6S1, n. i. 
Robert de Beauchamp held of the honor of Mortain which paid at 
five-eighths the ordinary rate, so that his scutage would have been 
»1% marks. 

1ST 
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larger proportion of the fiDcs fell on the lesser tenants.*' 
Some of the heaviest fines on important vaesals were (fine 
including scutage) : the abbot of Ramsey, 50m on 4 fees ;** 
the abbot of Abingdon, 120m on 30 fees;" the abbess of 
St. Edwards, 40m on 7 fees;" the abbot of Westminster, 
100m on 15 fees;" Margaret de Redvers, 200m on about 
53 fees;" the countess of Oxford, 180m on 30% fees;"* 
John de Stutevill, 76m on 15 fees." In some of these 
cases the fine was so heavy that the tenant might well 
have preferred to perform his service, if the choice were 
given him, especially since only service in part was 
required. The tenant in chief who had satisfied the king 
for his service received permission to collect scutage from 
hia vassals and was aided in this by the sheriff.^' The 

«i See above, p. 1B5. 

"Pipe RolU 1* Henry III, Cant and Hunt 

BO Ibid., Berks. 

■I Ibid., Dora, and Semen. 

•* Ibid., Wigorn. 

IS Ibid., Oxf , 

" Ibid., Essex and Herts. 

" Ibid., Notts, and Derby. 

»• For Ralph de Freskenvill* {Chit Bolli, 1, 222) ; set also, pp. 
214, ms, 390 for cases. "Nicholaus de Guronde . . . dislringendus 
est In Kancia" (Madox, 1, S*T, n. z). "Rex vicetMmitL Precipimus 
tibi quod eis in euiilium Hugonl Ic Poer ad distringendum Jacobum 
de Soleriis et Thomam dc Bakervill' ad faciendum eidem Hugoni 
servicium quod faccre debent et solert . . . ne per defectum tui 
rcmancot quo minus idem Hugo nobis possit sufficienter rcspondere 
de scutagiis nostris que nobis debet de eisdem tenementis" (Eich., 
L. T. R. Mem. Roll, m. 5, 14 Henry in)j Jordan de Arch' of the 
honor of Wallingford was granted delay in paying bis tine "et 
averia sub . . . capta ei dellberes" (ibid., m. i). The tenant who 
fined was allowed to collect scutage and no more, from his tenants: 
"Henricus de Braybroc fine-m fecit cum domino rege per \x marc. 
pro passagio suo et pro habendo scutagio suo de feodis militum que 
de rege tenet in capite, scilicet de scuto ill marc, pro exercitu regis 
ad primam trans fret at ion etii suam etc." (Fine Roll, 14 Henry III, 
part 1> m. T) ; the amount which is pardoned a rear-vassal by the 
king is scutage when the lord fines and scutage only is wbnt is 
deducted from the lord's fine: thus the abbot of Abingdon fined In 
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incidence did not stop with the immediate vassal of the 
tenant in chief; men further down the feudal ladder had 
to pay scutage." 

A remarkable feature of this levj was the action of 
the bishops. They had not been present at the meeting 
at Northampton in July and were called together at 
London in October. They opposL-d the levy of the scutage 
and instead were allowed to grant the king an aid on ail 
their fees at three marks per fee, « grant that had nothing 
to do with the summons to the host. They also received 
letters patent promising that the grant should not con- 
stitute a precedent. By their action the bishops seem 
to claim that they did not owe service in France. Henry 
III did not meet the issue squarely ; his letters patent 
stated that the aid of the bishops should not form a 
precedent but that his rights were neither increased nor 
decreased." 

£90 for Us 30 fees; he paid £79 "et In jienionis Petro fllto HerlwrU 
(his vHGGsl) iii marc, de i feodo per breve regis et (abbas) quiirtiu 
est" (Pipe Roll, 14 Henry III, Berks, m. 9). The king might help 
the tenant in chief pa; the fine by granting him "literae depreca- 
loriae" asking his men to help their lord pay his fine by making him 
.Ml Bid {Pal. Rotli, n, 268, 973), The tenant who paid only scutage 
received a writ allowing him to collect scutage from his vassals ; 
Robert Fits Walter paid scutage only (Pipe Roll, 14 Henry III, 
Essex and Herts.) j he was allowed to collect scutage from his tenants 
to respond at the exchequer (Fine Roll, 13 Henry HI, m. 3). The 
tenant wlio performed service was allowed Ibe writ de scutagio 
bebendo. 

'■' The sheriff was to distrain the tenants of Geoffrey de Dunston- 
vilJ, a rear-rassal (Otof« RotU, I, 331). 

s» MadoK, I, eOT, n. z. In the Pipe Roll, the payments of the 
bishops are usually entered separately, as "de auxilio ad priniam 
transfretationem." The bishop of Ely however paid ISOm "de fine 
pro scutagio 40 militum quos recognoscit" and aceounted for £3i Im 
121i fees "quos non recognoscil" (Pipe HoU, U Henry III, Cant. 
and Hunt.). This claim of the bishops may be a recurrence of the 
claims set forth in 1199. That Henry HI allowed it would not 
prove that he had no legal right to the service. It was diaracterlstic 
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Religious houses which did not hold land by knights* 
service were also compelled to contribute."' A tallftge 
was levied, accounts of which appear in thirty counties 
in 1230 and 1231."° The towns fined in lump sums and 
thus had charge of the assessment and collection. In 
each county the levy was in charge of a committee con- 
sisting of the sheriff and some other royal officials, usually 
judges, specially delegated for this work. In some cases, 
these were itinerant justices." The money was generally 

of him that as long as he got the monef, he would not quibbk about 
the form. 

5»Wend., IV. 209; the abbot of Fiscamp paid SOOra "de dono in 
BUidlimn od primam trans fretationcin regis" (Pipe Roll, U Henry 
III, Sussex); the prior of Worcester 94 marks "in subsidium guerrn 
sue" (Wij., p. 423): Theok.. p. 77. 

■o It was put in charge in 1339 {Cloir Rolh, I. 9T6; Dunit., p. 1^), 
and is referred to iiniler 1930 by Wendover (IV, S09). The accounts 
appear for the most part in the Pipe Roll of 1330. Hereford, Sussex, 
Surrey, Westmoreland, Rutland, and Cornwall are omitted. 

■1 London is included, paying l.OflOm "de auxllio promisso regi ad 
primam transfretaeionem suam" (Pipe RnU, IS and IS Henry III, 
Lond. and Midd.). In Salogi and StafTDrd, the tallage wau levied by 
Henry de Alditheleg, the sheriff, and Witliam Basset; in Wilts, by 
Henry de Scaccario and Walter de Riinieseye, justices; in Gloucester, 
by William de Putot, sheriff, and William Rufus, jusUcc; in Hants, 
by Henry de Bade, under-sheriff, .lohn de Gatesdcn, and William 
de Insula, itinerant justice (Braiton, iVoie Bank. I, pp, ItO, UI); 
in Northampton, by Stephen de Scgrare, sheriff and also ilinerant 
justice (Brncton, above) and "soclos suns"; in Norfolk and Suffc)lk, 
by Godfrey de Craucumb and William de Haverhull, Justices. The 
persons by whom the tallaire is |pvi«i arc given in the Pipe Roll; 
the fact that these men are justices is giren in the Patent Rolls, llie 
sheriff is not always mentinned as one of lliosc who levy the tallage 
so that perhaps he did not always act, but the method employed in 
Lincolnshire is probably typical: the tallage was laid by the sheriff, 
Walter de Evermuth', and Waller de Brai'kel", a clerk of the ward- 
robe. Twelve men from each ]iait of the demesne were summoned to 
meet this committee of three and they In coSperation with the three 
assessors fixed the tallage or their part of the demesne: "de singulis 
dominicis ejusdcm coniitotiis duodecim . . . homines ad taUagium 
iUud assidendum, tam super duminica predicta quam in dritate 
predicta" (Cloit RotU, I, 9S0). 
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paid to the sheriff and he accounted for it at the exche- 
quer. The receipts amounted to about 5,400 marks, not 
an exorbitant sum. The Jews were also taxed, apparently 
in a sum of 8,000 marks." 

The returns of the seutage of Poitou follow. They are 
given in the Pipe Roll of 1231; the only prelate charged 
v&a the abbot of Ramsey, 

Scittage at Sm 



Abbot of Ramsey .... 
Sixty lay tenants (each B or more fees}"' 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than 6 

etc.)" 

Total 

Paid, 18 and 16 Henry III 
Fees taxed, about, 1700. 



. 8179 
. 1G98 



The seutage of Poitou was put in charge in September, 
12S0, by the advice of the magnates who were with the 
host'* and was to be paid at the exchequer on December 
1.** It was not an aid, but a seutage In the strict sense." 

"\ third of their goods (Wend., IV, 209); a taUage of 9.000 
marks ia niFntioned in the Pipe Roll, U Henry III, Hereford; Cat. 
Pat. Boll; I, 13-13; Shirley, I, 393. 

"' Nearly all are tenants in chief. 

B«AI>out £S50 are charged against honors In liand: Boulogne, 
Camiel, Pevercl, and Lancaster. Beginning with this tax, Uie honor 
of Wailingford never pays to the king; it is In the hand of £arl 
RIdierd of Cornwall. 

" Wend., IV, 918, 919; Otnealogul. New Series, I, T3, contains 181 
writs de hnhendo scutagio issued at this time. 

s" "Mandatuni est vlcecomiti Cumbr' quod de omnibus feodjs mlli- 
tum que de rege tenentur in capite . . . habeat scutaglum ad scacco- 
rlum regis in crastino S. Andree anrn* etc. xr scilicet de scuto iii 
marc, pro exerdtu regiK Pictavlse post primam trans frctatiooeDi 
suam" (Fine Roll, IS Henry III, part t, m. 9); see also the writ for 
Waller Clifford concerning this date (ibid., m. S). 

'■> See the writs of quittance in the Pipe Roll of 1931 and Oensalo- 
gitl, alMve, for writs of seutage. 

m 
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The clergy objected to the levy and on December 15, 1230, 
orders were issued not to distrain them till January 27," 
when a meeting of the great council was held and the 
scutage was discussed.'" The archbishop of Canterbury 
and some of the bishops opposed paying it on the ground 
that it had been granted by the lay tenants abroad and 
that the clergy were not bound by the decisions of the 
laity." As a result of the discussion, the sheriffs were 
ordered not to collect the tax from any of the clergy." 
The latter met after Easter and granted an aid at three 
marks per fee; the king issued letters patent promising 
that the grant should not constitute a precedent for 
future levies but adding that by it his own rights were 
neither increased nor decreased. '^ 

Among the lay tenants, the tax was paid only by those 
who had failed to perform their service. The right to 
take it therefore rested on the king's right to military 
service. This seems to be implied in the speech of the 

" The clergy paid none of the scutage and their opposition was 
at once heeded. On December 9, distraint of tlie bishop of Rochester 
was forbidden till Janiiary 6 (Fine Roll, above, m. 8); on December 
J5, distraint was suspended till January 27 throughout almost all 
the province of Canterbury (ibid.) ; for York and Durham on 
January 3 (,ibid., m. T). 

'B The council met on January 86 (Wend., sbove). 

'""quod non tenentur virl ecclesiastici judiclo xubjicl laicoruin, 
cum absque illis concessum fuisset scutagium in flnibus transmarlnis" 
(Wend., alKive). 

" Roger of Wendover says that part of the clergy agreed to the 
king's demand. This maj be true, but no clerical tenant, except tlie 
abbot of Ramsey, is charged with (icutage in the Pipe Roll and the 
orders to the sheriffs state that none of the clergy is to pay it 
(Clotf Botlt, I, «*, 475). 

''i Shirley, I, 394; Pat. BolU, II, 439; Clon Botli. I, G54, 593. The 
prelates were to meet on April 6 (Wend., IV, 219); the letters 
patent were issued on April 14, so that the grant was made between 
these dates. The aid was to he paid half on June 34 and half on 
August 15, A separate account was kept of It (Fine RoU, 15 Henry 
III, part 1, m. 5). II does not appear in the Pipe RolL 
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earl of Chester in opposing the aid of the fortieth in 
1232, when he declared that inasmuch as the lay tenants 
had served personally with the king in France, they legally 
owed him no aid.^' The action of the clergy (bishops in 
1229 and all clerical tenants in 1280) in refusing to pay 
B scutage and paying instead an aid thus seems to be an 
encroachment on the king's rights to mUitary i 
On both occasions, Henry III promised that the grant 
should not form a precedent. Each time however he 
inserted a statement safeguarding his own rights, and this 
may relate to his right to military ser^Hce.'* The letters 
patent which he issued in return for aids to which he had 
no right, except through the grant by the tenants, 
contained no such reservation in his own favor." 

The number of lay tenants who held ten or more fees 
and paid scutage was larger than usual. Of these thirteen 
held more than twenty fees each," Thus some of the 
greater barons were liable for the tax. No fines were 
levied, so that the scutage was the composition for service. 
It has been said that the barons served with only part 
of their contingents, though each received all his scutage." 

The method of collection shows no change. Some 

""comites, barones ac mililes, qui de eo (regf ) tenehant In 
CBpite, cum ipso erant ibi corporaliter prEsentu, . . . unde regi de 
jure uuiilium non debebant" (Wend., IV, 233), 

It In liS9: "ita quod per banc concessioncnn euam domino rcgi vel 
herrdlbus suls. seu epUcopU vel successoribus suis. nichil Juris 
Bccrescat vel dccrescal" (Madox, 1, n. i) ; In 1331 1 "nolmnus 
etiam quod propter banc con cess lonem nostrnm quam tecimus, 
allquid nobis vel heredibus nostris accreseat vel decrescat" {Pat. 
Bolls. 11, 499). 

" See the taxes of 1334, 1335. 133T, pp. lAT, 309. 3U. 

"Wmiam Fit« Warren, 30 fees (fee of John de Wahull). Henry 
de Oilli; 3Si^ fees, the countes.s of Oxford. 30^ fees, Walter de Lae;, 
Sl^ fees, Rnlph dc Sumcry, SO tees, earl Warcnne^ 60 fees, were 
among tbrm. 

"TTiosc men cited above, p. IBS, as having performed only part of 
their aerrice received all their scnlage {Otntahgul, above). 
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tenants collected the scutage themselYes and responded 
either to the exchequer or to the sheriff, who delivered it 
at the exchequer.'* The sheriff distrained tenants to pay 
their scutage to the king'* and rear- vassals to pay it to 
their lords. '° Sometimes he may have collected it from 
rear-vassals for the CKchequer,*' but he did not collect it 
from all reai^ vassals." The scutage ultimately fell on the 

'» In the Pipe Roll, some teniuits arc represented as responding at 
the exchequer while the sheriff responds for others. In the Close 
Roll, there are references to the fact that tenants collect their scutage 
from their vassals; "flUus et heres Hcnrici de la Pomeraye, qui est 
in eiistodia Rsdulfl dc TrublcviU' . . . per manuni suam colligat 
seutagium" {Cloie Rollt, 1, 4(16); "per manum fuam colllgat scuta- 
gium" [ibid., p. 46T); "nisc idem Rogerus sciitsgium illud receperit 
a predictls niilitibus (his tenants)" (ibid., 491); "Mandntum est 
vicecomiti Line' quod non distrlngat Hugonem de Nevlll' pro scutagio 
exercitus Pietavie . . . de quo colligcndo non habait breve regis ncc 
illud colllgit, ut dicll" (ibid.. II. ^01)i see cases of tenants who had 
writs to collect their scutage and respond at Ihe exchequer, carl 
Warenne. Robert File Walter, etc. (Fine Roll, IS Henry HI, part I, 
m. 6, 7, 8). 

"Roger de Sumery {Cloi« Roll*, I, 491)! forbidding distraint 
(ibid., 49S; 11, 901). 

BD Thus the writ by which the tenant was allowed to have his 
scutage was addressed to the sheriff ordering hira to cause the 
tenant to have his scutage (ibid., 1, 484) ; order to distrain the 
countess of Oxford, as a sub-tenant (ibid., 313) ( see above, note T8. 

"' William de Hastings accounted for £10 in Gloucester, of wldch 
£3 were paid by the slieriff of Oxford; Ralph Musard accounted for 
£S0 In Notts, and Derbyj part of this was paid at the exchequer by 
the sheriff of War., and Leic. Thomas de Birkin accounted for £34 
in Notts, and Derby, of which 40s was paid by the sheriff of Leic. 
(Pipe Roll, IS Henry III). Ralph de Sumery owed £102 of scutage; 
he paid £10 in Staffordshire, £13 by the sheriff of Bucks, £5 by the 
sheriff of War. and Leic, £7 6s by the .sheriff of Wigorn., £3 by the 
sheriff of Oxford, and £18 6s by H. de Scaccario (ibid., IS and 16 
Henry HI. Staff.). It was thought that the scutage of Hugh de 
Nerili was coUected from his vassals by the sheriff {Cloie Roltt, II, 
901) ; the sheriff of Devon coUected part of the scutage of the fee of 
Henry de la Pomeraye (ibid,. I, SSI). 

'" He collected nothing as a rule from the tenants who served or 
who had writs to collect their own scutage. A further indication 
that the sheriff deals with the tenant in chief rather than with the 

IH 
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sub-tenant. If however the latter had performed service, 
he was exempted by the king.** The aid of the clergy was 
collected by thorn from their tenants. The sheriff 
assisted the prelates with distraint. Any sum pardoned 
to a rear-vassal by the king was deducted from the aid 
due from his lord. The prelate who could not distrain 
his tenants to pay was no longer held accountable for that 
amount." 

Thus it is seen that the ordinary revenue was insuffi- 
cient to defray the expenses of a foreign war and that 
the money for this purpose was raised by laying different 
classes under contribution in a manner similar to that 
employed by Henry II," 

The Scutage of Elveyn, 1232 

Hardly had the question of the payment of the aid of 
the clergy been decided, when a new occasion for taxation 

rear-vassal is that h tenant responds in one county for scutage 
which he owes in another. Ppter Fitc Herbert wbb charged with 
£i9 8d SFUtage in Hrre/ord "aed rcspondit inde in Gloremia in 
rotulo sequent!" (Pipe Roll, 15 Henry III, Heref.)- Godfrey de 

I Ainu owes 40s on I fee in Wilts "sed non debtt sumnioncri in hoc 
comitatu quia non tenet nisi unlcum feodum et dp iUo respondit in 
Siimersaf " (ibid.. 16 Henry III, Wilis, m. IT d). 
»■ Thus Anketill Malore, Robert Aguillum. and Godfrey de 
Craucumb were pardoned their scutag? on fees held of tenants io 
Chief (Pipe Roll, IS Henry III, York, Bucks and Bcdf.; Cloie RolU, 
I, 461); this was probably on account of service, for they had writs 
of protection to go with the king on the expedition of 1330 (Pat. 
BolU. II, 359, 360). 
8<Pat. Boll*, II, 499; "Bl nos allquid perdonaverimus tenentibus de 
predictia prelatis vel si ipsi aliquos tenentes de se distringere non 
possint id eis allooabitur. , . . Mittimus etiam vobis literas nostras 
directas viceconiiti nostro Surreic per quos ei damns in mandatls 
quod robis et aliis prelatis . . . de singulis feodis . . . xl sol. habere 
faciat ad predjctum auxilium nobis faeiendum" (Fine HoU, 15 Henry 
III, part 1, m. 5). 
■" An unusual contribution was that from the king of Scotland who 
gave i.OOOm. It was not to be drawn into a precedent (faf. Rollt, 
]I, 333, 348, 414). 
105 
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arose. The renewed activity of the Welsh made an expe- 
dition against them necessary/' The campaign lasted 
from the end of July till the end of September, about two 
months." Besides the knights, part of the "jurati ad 
arma" and men of the towns were ordered to perform 
service in the army for forty days." 

I'Duntt., p. 137; Weod., IV, 890-393; Wig., p. 439; 0»My, p. 79; 
Wykcs, p. 79; Brut, p. 31B. 

"The host assembled in July (Cloia Rolls, I, £99, 591, 595); the 
king waa at Hereford on July 37, at Elveyn on July 30 and remained 
in Wales till SeptembcT S9, was again at Hereford on September 95, 
where he remained till October 1, when he started for LondoD (ibid., 
636-561). 

M J6id., 599, 596, 597; RjTncr, 1, 300. Lesser tenants either served 
or fumlEbed their service ; some tenants performed only part of 



their service as will be seer 


1 from t 


he following table! 




Ser- K 


nights 








lished 




Jordan de Saukevill 






Quit, Oxford, 


Henry FiU Richard 




9 serg. 


Quit, Dors, and Somers. 


Walter de Pnvilly 






Quit, Wata. 


Matthew Wftlte 




3 serg. 


Quit. WilU. 


Itobert de Salieeto 




2 serg. 


owes 905, 1 fee, Notts, and Derby. 


Ro^r de Sumery 


50 




Quit, Staff. 


Hu^ le Pocr 


^ 


1 serg. 


Quit, Heref. 


Thomas de Canvill 


3 




Quit, Essex and Hert. 




1 


Iknlit 


Quit, Essex and Hert., Cant and 


Ralph Pirot 


* 1 


9 serg. 


Hunt. 


William de NeviU 


8H 




Quit, Wilts. 


Joslan de Nevill 


1 




Quit, Kent. 


Richard Luvel 


18 




Quit, Dors, and Som. 


Norman dc Arescy 


90 




Quit, Line. 




I 


IknTit 


Quit, Essex and Hert., Bucks and 


Robert de Pinltney 


"1 


9 serg. 


Bedf. 


Michael de Columbai 


■' 1 




Quit, Hants. 


Jrfin de Herts 


4 




Quit, Notts, and Derby. 


Nigel de AmundeviU 


3^ 




Quit, Cant, and Hunt. 


Baldwin dc Rivera 


5 




Quit, Essex and Hert 


Henry de OiUl 


33H 


T serg. 


Quit, Oxford. 


Aibredades Boterels 


8« 




Quit, Wilts. 


Robert de PavlUy 


4 


S serg. 


Quit, Notts, and Derby, 



The number of knights furnished is given in Scutage Rolls, no. 9. 
The number of knights owed and the fact that each tenant Is quit 
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The lack of money in the treasury is shown by the 
means employed to raise the sums necessary for such a 
campaign as this. In August the justiciar of Ireland 
was to forward at once all the money possible,*' The 
farms of towns on the Welsh frontier which were not due 
till September were ordered on August 1 to be paid imme- 
diately.*" The aid granted by the prelates in April had 
not been entirely paid, but all that had been received 
was sent to the king;"' in August Henry III wrote to each 
of the prelates, asking that the part in arrears be paid 
without delay and complaining bitterly that this was the 
third time he had been obliged to write about it.*' 

The rate of scutage was reduced to twenty shillings 
though the campaign had lasted two months. This 
reduction was probably due to the high rates of the pre- 
ceding years, and is an indication that the tenants 
exercised a certain control over the scutage. The levy 
was put in charge on September 6, trefore the close of 
the campaign." It amounted to S.'l,5i7 lis lid, of 
which £828 28 7d were paid in 1232 and 1283." It was 

of scutage are taken from the Pipe Roll, 16 Henry II!. I am not 
certain that in each ease I have the total number of fees held by 
each tenant, but each lield at least as many as given here. 

>» CloiB Bollt, I, «»0. 

»o Ibid., S38. 

|»i Ibid., 644. 
»' Ibid., 598. In July, the king was trying to borrow 1,300 marks 
IPal. RolU, II, 440). 
B° On September 6, writs d* tcvlagio habendo were issued to tenants 
(Scutage Rolls, no. 9) and this is probably the date when the 
Bcutage was ordered. 
••The account appears in the Pipe RoU of 16 Henry III, 
foUo' 



follows: 



Scutage at 203 



604 IT 



Clerical tenants .... 

Tliirly-two lay tenants (cadi S or more tees) 

Other lay Unonts (each fewer than i fees, etc.) 301 U T 

Total Ifi47 14 11 

Paid, 16 and IT Henry III . . . . B38 a T 



i 
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the corapo§ition for service; no fines are recorded. Those 
who served did not pay scutage. They received writs de 
scutagio habendo^' and if necessary, the sheriff assisted 
the tenant in chief with distraint." The tenant in chief 
who compounded was also allowed to collect scutage from 
hia tenants in order to respond at the exchequer." Thus 
the tas fell back on the rear-vassal. An interesting 
feature of this levy is that in several counties those jurati 
ad arma who held of the king and did not take part in 
the campaign were fined, the assessment being made by 
the sheriff and another official appointed by the king." 
Some of the towns which were summoned to send men to 
the army fined to escape service, but the amounts paid 
were merely nominal. °° 

The tenant was still liable to be distrained for his 
scutage by the sheriff. The amount for which he was 
responsible was determined by the number of fees for 
which he customarily paid. Additional fees created by 
him were not bound to contribute to the royal exchequer. 
Further, if the sheriflf distrained for payment, he dis- 
trained the goods of the tenant in chief, not those of the 
rear-vassal. Thus the sheriffs were ordered to distrain 
for the scutage of Elveyn, but only for as many fees as 

Of the sum charged against lay tenants, each fewer than 5 fees, etc., 
£1J0 were agiLiDst tenants oa the honors of Boulogne, Feverel, Lan- 
caster, and Brittany. This leaves about £180 against the lesser 
tenants in chief, or 180 fees. Of the total amount recorded as paid, 
£537 19s id were paid by the clergy. 

6» Scutage Rolls, No. 9. 

*s Thomas, earl of Warwick, for the army of Elveyn, "in quo 
habuit milites euos per preceptimi regis" (Cloie Rolli, I, 5T0). 

Bi "R. Sarresbiriensis episcopus habet lileras regis quod per meutiun 
Huam colligat scutagium regi debitum etc. pro exercitu de Elvein 
ad respondendum regi in octav' S. Andree anno etc. ivi" (Fine Roll, 
16 Henry III, m, 7) ; other similar entries on tliis roll. 

e» Cloit RolU. I, 661, 597. 

»Derby, £*; Merleberg, 5m; Nottingham, 10m (ibid., I, 5U, 
5*5. S48), 

i»e 
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I 



a tenant "is held to respond at the exchequer" and to 
distrain only those tenants who held of the king in chief.*"* 
Two men were charged with scutnge in Wittshire, but it 
appeared that they held of Robert de Mandevill, not of 
the king, and the roll states that Robert ought to acquit 
them."" 

The Fortieth. 1232 

In 1282, the king asked for an aid to pay his debts 
occasioned by the campaign in Gascony,"" He was really 
short of money. At the beginning of the year, Peter, 
count of Brittany, had arrived in England and asked for 
aid. On March 10, Henry agreed to pay him 3,000 marks 
and as security deposited his plate and jewels with 
the Templars.'"* He also borrowed of Florentine and 
Sienese money lenders, 2,420 marks, promising to repay 
the loan at Michaelmas ; failing to keep his word, he was 
to pay interest at ten per cent, per month.'"* The debt 
to Count Peter was paid in the summer, but in September, 
the king agreed to pay him 6,000 marks more at Michael- 

'00 "Mandaturo est vioecomiti Cornubiie qui>d, occasionc prKceptl 

regis, quod ei fecit dc distrtccione faclenda pro Bcutagio exercltus de 

I, nultum dislringat nisi pro tot feodis quot regl tenctur respOD- 

I dere ad scoccarium, el pro eodem scut agio non distrlngat, nisi 

I tantum eos qui de rege tencnt in capite." Tlie same order was issued 

to oilier sheriffs (Cloie RolU. II, 10). 

101 "Anno regis Henrici, (Uii regis .loJiannis, in re&iduo de Wilt- 
Mira, post Devoncsiram, Roliertua Maudut, ditnidiam maream de 
tertia parte 1 feodi de acutagio de Elevein. Willelmus Con^n. dimid- 
lam mircam de tertia parte 1 feodi de eodem scuta^o. Scd Rotv- 
ertus de MandevlUe debet eos acquietare, quia Rolwrtus Maudut 
debet tenere feodum illud de eodem Roberto de Mandeville . . . ct 
Willekaus Comin debet tenere feodum iilud de eodem Roberto de 
MandevilJe" (R«rf Book, IT, 770; Pipe Roll, 16 Henry III. m. 6 d). 

102 Wend., IV. 233.3S4; "pro debitis, quibua comlti Brllamtia 
tenebatur astrictus" (ibid., S49) ; see above, p. 181. 

>oa Pal. RolU, II, MS, 490. 
io</Md., S14, SIA. 
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mas."" About this time the Jews paid a tallage of 10,000 
marks."" 

There were two or three meetings of the council to 
consider this aid. On March 7, the magnates assembled 
in response to a general summons, but for some reason 
many ecclesiastics were absent. The king asked for the 
aid and the carl of Chester replied for the lay tenants 
that they had personally served with the king in France 
and hence did not legally owe him any aid. With the 
king's permission, the laity then withdrew. The clergy 
who were present asked for a delay because many were 
absent. So the council was prorogued till after Easter,"" 
A second meeting of the earls and barons was held at 
London after that festival, but it is not known what was 
done,'"' In September, a council composed of the prel- 
ates, the earls, and the barons granted an aid of a fortieth 
of personal property. If the lesser tenants in chief were 
present at any of these councils, they were included in 
the term haroves, for they were not separately mentioned 
as forming part of the council.'"" 

11)5 Pat. RolU, 11, MO, SOI. 

io« Cal. Pat. RolU, I, 13-13, March, 1333, 

101 Wend, aboTe. 

loa "Comites et barones qui di^ mandato regis Fonrriieniiit apud 
London a die Pasdiee in trca aeptlmanas" {Pat. RolU, II, 4T3). 

loB "de comtnunl consilio et unanitni nssensu omniuni magiiatum de 
regno nostro, tam episcoporum, (jiiam comitum, baroniun, abbatum 
et priorum, concessum fuit" (Cfu.e RolU, 11, 311); Shirley, I, 415; 
"episcopi et alii ecclesiarum prielati cum proceribus regni" (Wend., 
IV, 3W); Thtok., p. 87j CuMi., p, 131; Gerv. Cant., II, 138; Onty, 
pp. 73-74; Wfkes, pp. 7S, 74. Notices wbich include more classes 
than those given here are merely descriptions of the taxpayers, that 
is, of an ideal council, not of the actual members of the council; thus 
the writ of collection says that the tax was granted by the "archi- 
epi.icapi, episcopi, abbates, priores, et clerici terras habentes qui ad 
ecclesias suos non pertioent, camites, barones, miUtes, liberi homines 
et villsni de regno nostro" {Select Chartgri, p. 360j Wend., IV, 354). 
The description given in Wavertey, p. 310, is probably taken from 
the writ. Stubbs {Select Chartert, p. 360) says that if the words 

900 
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The levy was paid by the following men: 

1. All laymen holding of lay tenants or of the king 
down to and including villeins. The royal demesne was 
included, though there was no special reference to it in 
the writ. As the fortieth was assessed on the meo of 
Pevensey, Hastings, and Rye, it is evident that no 
exemption was intended for the king's lands,"" A refer- 
ence to some boroughs might perhaps be taken to mean 
that they were excepted. The assessors were ordered 
not to demand the fortieth from the burgesses of Grimsby 
in Lincolnshire, and Scarborough in Yorkshire, except on 
those chattels which they held outside their boroughs."' 
But this meant probably that the assessment would be 
made in the borough by special officials, or that the 
borough might fine in a lump sum for its tax. In 1225 
there were somewhat similar cases. London merchants 
having goods in other counties were allowed to pay the 
fifteenth on those goods when the fifteenth of London was 
collected."' 

2. All churchmen except the beneficed clergy who 

of the writ "sre to b« understood literaJly, the freeholders and villeins 
must hitve been consulted in the shire moots, or else the lords must 
have L)ecn supposed to represent their own villein-tenon ts in the 
'Commune Consilium.' " Aside from this expression In the writ, 
there is nothing to suggest that the first altemntive is true. An 
expression in the king's tetter to the abbot of Coggeshal describing 
the grant of the fortieth suggests that it was understood that the 
lords represented their tenants. The king states "concessum fuit 
nobis ab Ipsis (the magnates) auxilium, scilicet, quadragesinia pars 
omnium mobiliutn suorum et aliorum de regno nostro" (Close RalU, 
II, 311). The expression "suorum et aliorum" means the goods of 
the tenants In chief nnd those of their men; cf. for a similar use of 
these pronouns, and in this sense exactly, the writ to tenants lo 
assist in ploughing the Icing's demesne: "fsciatis auxilium de carucl^ 
vestris et aliis, ad terras nostras . . . excoiendas" {Pat. Roll*, I, 393). 

wcioie RotU, II, SBT. 

1" /bid., SOT, 311. 

■iiJJoI. Lilt. Claut., II, 96b. 
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were specially exempted in the writ."' With this excep- 
tion, the tax WftB demanded not merely of the churchmea 
who were military tenants, but also of all sorts of religious 
houses and orders. Those who wished to escape assess- 
ment of their property had to get a writ to that effect 
from the king. The order of Sempringham obtained such 
a writ;'" as also the brothers of St. Lazarus for their 
own property, though the goods of their men were 
assessed,'" The opposition of the Hospitallers, Templars, 
and Cistercians resulted in a delay in assessment."* Most 
of these orders probably paid a lump sum as a fine for 
their fortieth, with the possible exception of the Cister- 
cians who may have paid nothing in the end. While the 
tax was being collected, the king wrote to the Cistercian 
abbot of Coggeshal saying he had never heard that the 
Cistercians should be exempt from this sort of a general 
subsidy and begging him to make an aid as others were 
doing, even if it were not a, fortieth."' 

There was an effort in the writ to make a clearer state- 
ment of the goods to be assessed. Instead of enumerating 
those excepted, the writ named the kinds of property to 
be taxed, grain, plows, oxen, sheep, hogs, and work 
horses."* Nevertheless there were complaints that the 

"*SfJ«ct Chartari, p. 360; Cloie RotU, II, 15J. 

mCToM Rollr, II, 2B2. 

OI/&M., pp. 990, eai, 395, S03i III, 114. Similar chms are given 
in these references. 

■""Ibid., II, eS4, 36£, 993, S93, 994, 300. The Hospitallera paid 
SOOm: "prior Hospital' S. Johannia Jerosolim' in Anglia r c de CCC 
marc, pro quadragesima mobiltum suorum et hoininum Euonim; In 
thesauro liberavit et quietus est" (Pipe Roll, IB Henry HI, Load, 
and Midd., m. T) ; the Templars paid SOOm and the order of Semp- 
ringhani £100 (Fine Roll, IT Henry HI, m. 6, 9). 

"' "Rogamus attentius quatinua, et&i non nomine quadrageslme 
Bobsidium consimile alils dc regno nostro nobis duxeritis Impendeo- 
dum, ad tale et tarn efBcax auxilium nobis faciendum de twnis vestria 
manum nobis porrigere velitis" (Clote BalU, H, 311). 

i'>iSaI(ct Charttri, above; Otney, p. 73; for a part of a roll of 
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justices assessed goods not liiible and orders were issued 
to them to note carefully the taxable property described.'" 
The method of assessment differed somewhat from that 
employed in 1225. To each county was sent by the king 
a certain number of men called assessors and collectors. 
Sometimes they went through the county in pairs. The 
number varied: in most of the counties there were four; 
in several tliere were two ; in Lincolnshire and Norfolk, 
there were sis; in Yorkshire, eleven; in Suifolk, eight."" 
Before these collectors the sheriff summoned the men of 
the vill at certain places on certain dates. Four of the 
vill were chosen, who with the reeve in the presence of 
the royal commissioners swore to the value of each man's 
chattels in the vill, except their own, which were appraised 
in the same way by two other men of the vill."' A roll 
of the vill was drawn up, in which was stated the barony 
or liberty to which each man belonged. As soon as the 
assessment was completed, a copy of the roll was sent to 
the exchequer. The manner of collection differed also. 
Those men having part of their baronies or a liberty in 
the vill were allowed to collect the fortieth, but they paid 
the money to the royal commissioners, not to the exche- 
quer."" If they did not collect it, the sheriff was to dis- 



t, see Niemeyer, "An Aasessin«nt for the Fortieth of 1232," 
In B. H. B., XXIV, 733-73S. 

ii'Cloie RolU, II, im. 390, 291. To the assesson in Suffolk, 
"diligent] us inspicientes verba brevls ejs direct! de prKdicta quad- 
ragesima assideoda et coUigends." 

'SoiWd., 1S6-160. 

"1 That tlie men of the township and not merely Uie four chosen 
men came before the coaimissioners fs shown by two faets: the 
order states "mandavinius vicecomiti . . . quod singulas viUatas 
comitatus siai certis dlebtis et locis ... ad tnandatum nostrum coram 
Tobis venire facial" (Stlect C/iarler*, above); the manner of assess- 
ment of thE goods of the four chosen tncn indicates the presence of 
the other men of the viU. 

122 This was the provision made in the writ of collection; ef. the 
order to these men in Yorkshire (Clott BolU, II, 399). 
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train those who were assessed to pay it to the collectors. 
The money was deposited in a safe place, such as a castle, 
sealed with the seals of the sheriff and the collectors, till 
it was later forwarded to London.'" The sheriff cared 
for the transportation.'" The roll of receipts was for- 
warded as soon as the money was collected. "° No one was 
to be assessed unless he had at least forty pence worth 
of property. The writs of collection were sent out 
September 28 and the assessment began in October.'" 

Some men were not compelled to submit to assessment 
and collection by royal ofBcials. Several churchmen 
obtained writs of exemption. The Hospitallers assessed 
their property by their own men and a number of bishops 
and heads of religious houses did likewise — the bishops of 
Ely, Hereford, Durham, Worcester, the abbots of Read- 
ing, Ramsey, and St. Mary's of York, and the prior of 
Wenlac."' A lay tenant also might obtain this privi- 
lege."* A powerful baron seems to have been able to 
prevent the assessors from taxing his men. In March, 
1235, the assessors in Yorkshire were ordered to assess 
and collect the fortieth on the lands of W., earl of Albe- 
marle, John, earl of Lincoln, and Richard de Percy, and 
the king requested these tenants to allow this to be done.'^' 
This order was issued over two years after the tax had 
been granted. Richard refused and the tax was not 
assessed on his men till September, 1286, when he per- 

iM Otoit RolU, II. B5S. 300; Col. Pat. Rollt, I, 33, 49, *5. 

i»* Cal. Pat. Bolli. I, 33, 37, 49, 4S, 80. 

is»CIdm Roll*. II, 395. 

^31 Ibid., 156. 

in Ibid., U, ISO, 983, 2S5, SBT, 9B9, 990, 994, 301. Such tenants 
might be allowed also to paj' the tax to the king direct, not to the 
county aSGessors; the bliihop of Ely was permitted to do this (Ctatt 
BolU. II, 301, 30a). ThuH the royal officials wovdd be kept entirely 
off their lands. 

iia/bid., 395, Richard MarsbaL 

11* Cal. Pat. RolU, I, 1S4. 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY HI 

mitted it to be done.'*" Distraint was however employed 
to compel payment,'" The greater part of the tax was 
turned in during 1233 and 1234.'" But some accounts 
were unpaid for a long time."' The total amount 
received was £16,476 Os 9d,"* a much less proportionate 
yield than was received from the fifteenth. There is no 
record that the money was placed in the care of special 
oflici&ls or held as a special fund, as was the case with the 
previous tax on moveables. 

Certain points of difference between the fifteenth and 
the fortieth may be noticed. Some of the changes in the 
assessment of the latter were evidently the result of the 
experience gained in 1223. The change in the descrip- 
tion of the goods to be taxed is a case in point, as it waa 
an attempt to word the writ more clearly. The goods 
taxed were In both cases the same. The provision in 
1282 that no one was to be taxed who had not at least 
forty pence worth of property was introduced undoubt- 
edly because of complaints of the poor in 1225, when the 
king issued a special order not to tax them.'" The 
machinery of assessment was simplified : the elected 
knights of the county were dropped and for the individual 
oaths of the men of the vill was substituted the assessment 
by the reeve and four men. The interests of the tenants 
chief were protected in a different way: in 1225, 
though the tax was collected by the reeve and four men, 
the bailiffs swore to the value of their lords' chattels; in 
1232, the men of the vill assessed all the goods, but the 

1*0 Cal. Pat. Roll*. I, 159; b similar case or failure to collect on 
account of the opposition of the tenant {Clote Rollt, III, lU). 
i»i Mndojt, II, 193, n. z; Clote Rollt, III, 404. 
is^Most of the notices of payment are In those j'ears (CaL Pat. 
BolU. I). 

"Ma<iox, above, from 97 Henry 1(1. 
i*R*<i Qaok. Ill, 1064. 
" Pal. BolU, I, 572. 
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bailiffs were allowed to collect the tax on their lords' lands. 
The sheriff remained subordinate to the collectors. 

The campaign against Richard Marshal in 1288 was 
waged partly with the aid of tenants in chief and partly 
by mercenaries.'" No scutage was levied. Fines were 
however assessed on tenants for failure to perform service 
and for having their scutage. Some of these fines were 
paid, but many stand in the roll either unpaid or par- 
doned. Important tenants paid fines,'" but probably 
these payments were made early in the campaign and 
when it was known that no scutage would be taken, they 
were stopped. ''" That in the end a scutage was not 
levied indicates that the king recognized the necessity 
of consulting the tenants in chief before declaring a 
scutage which he was unable to levy at will. He took 
measures to protect against loss a tenant who fined and 
who might not be able to recoup himself by taking a 
scutage from his men. The bishop of Lincoln made a 
fine of £110. If the scutage did not run, the king prom- 
ised him letters to his men to make him a reasonable aid 
to pay his fine. This also shows that the scutage fell 

!■»* The tenants were summoned lo meet in August and again on 
November 9 (Wend., IV, 3T1. 277; Cal. Fat. Rollt, 1, iM, 9*); on 
mercenaries (Wend.. IV. 969. 379, 2Tfl. 980i CumC, p. 136). 

is'Madon, I. 617. n. e; 661, n. J; Bxmrpta, I, 251j Ciote RoUt, 
111, llfl. U7, 189; Pipe Roll, 18 Henry III, pa«im, under the title 
"Nova Oblota," The hishop of London fined in BOm; 4<ho were 
pardoned and he paid 30m. The abbot of Abingdon fined in 100m, 
of which he paid 50m; the bishop of Bath lined in £90, of which 
he paid £45 and was pardoned £45; the abbot of Ramsey Qned in 
90m and paid it; the abbot of Tavistock, in 95m and pj^d it (Pipe 
Roll, 18 Henry HI, m. 7, 9 d. 13 d, 14, 15 d). 

isa The occasional introduction of the clause, if leutagt r«n. shows 
that the king Ijegan to collect the fines before the close of the cam- 
paign. By tlie fine the tenant escaped een-iee and had his scutage 
from his tenants, altliough the latter provision is not alwHys 
introduced. 
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back on the rear-vassal, a fact which is further illustrated 

by the pardons for scutage which it was expected might 

be issued to sub-tenants. If the rear-vassal was pardoned 

his scutage, the amount due from him was deducted from 

his lord's fine.'" The pardoning and non-collection of 

I fines when scutage did not run indicate that the line and 

' scutage were identical in character, the commutation of 

I service. 



From 1232 to 1235 no general aid was granted to the 
king. In 1284, he levied a tallage,"" It was taken in 
the customary way. Towns and boroughs compounded 
for it. The assessment was made in each county by a 
committee of royal officials ; one of these was sometimes 
the sheriff; royal judges also were used in this work.'" 
I Sometimes the fine wliich a town offered for its tallage 



■>»Madoi, I, BIT, n. »; "W. Wigorn' episcopus r c de C li. de fine 

pro eodem, its quod In fine allocabuntur el feoda ills que dc eo 

' tenentur et sunt in monu regis el similiter feoda illorum qui de illo 

I tenent et quorum scut a gi a rex eis pcrdonabit vel pro habendo 

' Buxjlio illoruD) feodorum si .fcutagium nan assideatur. In thesauro 

nirhil et in pcrdonls ipsi episcopo C li. per breve regis et quietus 

est" (Pipe Roll, above, m. 10 d) ; "J. Bathon' episcopus r c de 

quater xx et x libris ut sit quietus dc militibus mittendis ad exercitum 

regis contra R. marescallutn et pro habendo seutsgio suo ejusdem 

exercitus de feodis militum que de rege tenet in eapite ita quod si 

rex aliqoid de scutaglo iilo perdonarerit alicui allocabitur el in fine 

predicto sicut continetur in origlnali" (iftirf., m. 13 d). 

'oWykes, p. 7T; Oiney, p. 7Ti Cal. Pal. RolU. 1, 36; Pipe Roll, 



19 Henry HI; Madox, 1, 707, n. k; 7-13, i 



(i. ?■ 



i the sheriff is mentioned hk one of the lallagcrB in York, 
Notts, and Derby, Hants, Northamp, Lioe., ftiford, Bucks and Bedf. 
(Pipe Roll, IB Henry III) (in some o( these eases it is the under- 
I sheriff who is mentioned). In Northampton, the tallage was laid by 
' Hie sheriff, John de Ulecot and Robert de Saiccto. Jd)n acted as 
a Judge in 1335 (CaL Pat. RoIU, 1, 127) t Robert was a Justice in 
cyrc in 123* (ibid., 77). In Notts, and Derby one of the tallagers 
was William Basset; one of the Justices in eyre in those counties in 
IS39 was a William Basset (OIok RoIU, II, 136). 

an 
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WAS r&ised by the king;*" in several cases the tallage laid 
by the justices was reduced.'" 

The Aid of 1235 

In the spring of 1285, when Isabella, John's second 
daughter, was married to Frederick II, Henry III prom- 
ised her a dowry of 80,000 marks. Aa she was not the 
king's eldest daughter, the feudal aid was not legally 
due.'" To help raise this sum, the great council was 
stumnoned and it granted an aid in the form of a scutage 
at two murks per fee.'*' This council was composed of the 
lay and clerical tenants in chief."' Though, the eccle- 

'"The burgesaca of Oxforil offered JOOm, but the king refused to 
sccept less thnn £100 (Madox, I, 743, a. p). The burgesses paid 
IDOm and the king gave them the other SOm "ad villain suam 
dBudendam" (Pipe Koll, ]S Henry III, Oxf., m. 3). 

uacio*e BolU, It, 3B9, 391, 3S3, SSti, 401, 40T. Some towiu 
rcBponded for their tHllage to the sheriff; others responded directly 
to the exchequer, e.g. Southampton {ibid., 459}. The amount of the 
tallage charged in 31 counties in the Pipe Rolls of IS and 19 Henry 
III la about 3,300 marks. I,ondon does not appear in the rolls of 
these years as tnlloged. 

!«• "casus in quibus licet dominls auxUia . . . exigere ab homlnibus 
suis, ... si primogenitam flliam suam tnaritaverit" (Glanvill, lib. ix, 
cap. 8, in SfUd Chartrm, p. 163); Magna Carta, cap. \2. Cf. 
however the testament of ElKcar, seigneur of Ue^e, of 1354: remission 
of all "tallios . . , preterquam in iv casibus, scilicet . . . vel maritare 
flUam vel sororem suam" (Uut. Languedoc, VIII, No. 400, coL 1330, 
in H. See, Clrunt nraki, p. 485, note) ; here it is not restricted to 
the eldest daughter. (For this reference, I am indebted to Professor 
Adams.) No aid had been levied when Joanna, John's eldest daugh- 
ter, hod been married to the king of Scotland in 1919; a tallage had 
been levied on the Jews (Receipt Roll, Auditor's, no. 1, 3 Henry III). 

H5 It is called "auxiliiim" and "seutagium" in the writs (S«I»ct 
Chartert. p. 364; CloM Rolli, III, IBQ, 189); also, "genernle scuta- 
glum" (Duntl., p. 149); "tallagium" (rfcaofc., p. 97); "carucaglum" 
(Matthew Paris, 111, 387); "seutagium vetus et novum" (Burton, 
p. 364). 

!•> "archiepiscopi, episcopi, abbates, priores, comites, barones, et 
omnes alii de regno nostro Anglise qui de nobis tenent in capite 
spontanea voluntate sua et sine consuetudine concesserunt"; "con^tes. 
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Binstics met probably at the same time as the lay barons,'" 
they seem to have dealt separately with the king. They 
had a different method of collection and they received 
letters patent promising that their grant should not form 
a precedent for future levies.'*' This then was a general 
tax on knights' fees and was taken by the authority of the 
great council. Theoretically, however, each tenant made 
the grant for his own fees,"" 

The levy was as follows : 

1. A scutage at two marks on all fees of laymen, half 
to be paid at Michaehnas, 12S5, and the other half at 
the following Easter. The writs for collection were 
issued July 17.'°" Special machinery was employed. 
Two knights were chosen in each county to receive the 
tax which was collected by the bailiffs of the tenants in 
chief.'" If the barons were unwilling or unable to force 

barones et omnes alii de toto regno noatro" (Close Rolh, III, 188, 
IBS); "per comniune eonsilium irgni concnmfe" (Madox, 1, 593, n. d). 
It eannot be concluded from this that all the trnanti in chief, par- 
tlculHrly the lesser tenants, were preseot. This ifi a list of the mat 
who In theory compose the great council. 

i"'nie writs of collection for both classes were sent out at about 
the same time; for the clergy, July 10: for the laity, July 17 ^CIot6 
Bollt, above). 

'•»7Wd.; Madox, I, BOT. n. 6.- Cat. Pat. RolU, I, 1«. 

"■Thus the council is composed of all the tenants in chief. Cf. 
the writ to the barons of the exchequer concerning the aid due from 
the fee of a tenant: "pro auxitio quod Idem Nieholaus regi concessit 
ad Isabellam sororcm regis . . . maritandam" {Excerpla, I, 438). 

'"0S*/*<-( CltaTtfn, above; CloMt Rotlt, III, 1S9/. Tlie first half 
was Rot all paid at Mlc^iaelmas and o-rdera were issued to the col- 
lectors to pay It in some counties on the morrow of Martlnnms 
(November IS) and in others on Uie morrow of St Andrew (Decem- 
ber I) (Fine RoU, 19 Henry III, part 1, m. ]). This was not carried 
out and the half was ordered paid on February IS, 1936 (ibid., 90 
Henry III, m. li). Some still remained due (i6W., m. 13). 

'B"S«f<f( Chartert, above; Clote RolU. above. Id Yorkshire mid 
Lincolnshire, there were six each. A roll ol the receipts was drawn 
up by the collectors and sent to the exchequer. It contained the 
names of the tenants, the amounts paid by each, and the names of 
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their tenants to pay the aid, the eheriff distrained the 
latter to pay it to the collectors.'" A point of some 
importance, showing that the sheriff did not customarily 
collect from the rear-vassal, is that tenants often paid 
the whole sum due from them to the sheriff of the county 
where lay the bulk of their fees. They were evidently 
following the usual practice.'" 

2. A scutage at the same rate on the clerical tenants 
in chief. Each prelate collected and paid it at the 
exchequer. The sheriff aided with distraint, if neces- 
sary."* Some of the clerical tenants made a fine for 
their aid which was larger than the aid itself would have 
been.'" The fine was doubtless for the lands which they 
did not hold by military tenure and was taken because 

the peraons who gave the money to the collectors: "RotaluB collec- 
lorum auxllti in comitatu Wiltes'; de Ela comltissa Sar* xlil IL iiii 
den. per manum Petri de Salceto, etc." (Subsidies, Bundle 196, no. 3). 
In this roll of AV'ilts. there are 32 names. The ptersons who give the 
money to the collectors {per maniini, etc.) are different for each 
tenant; they are probably the bailiffs as the writs of collection pro- 
vided. Twice they are described: "De Johanne de Balun xiil boL 
Iiii den. per WiUelmutn prEpoEitutii ; de Reginaldo de Moun xiii sol. 
Iiii den. per Johannem hominem suum." Twice the tenant is said to 
give the money himself to the collectors. Thus the sheriff did not 
collect the aid. 

ix'CIoM RoUt, III, 3:29-330; "et si predict! senescalli non possint 
lllos distringere qui auxiliom illud del^erent dominis suis ipse (the 
sheriff) cos sine dilatlone distringat ad predictum auxiliuin predictis 
militibus solvendum ad opus regis" (Fine Roll, 30 Henry III, m. H) ; 
Madox, n, 193, n. u>; 193, n, z. 

IS" Thus men holding in Cloiicestershire paid in other counties 
where tliey had more fees (Brittot and OlouenttT Arch/roloffital 
Boeitty Traniartiont, XIII, 309). 

"itRotulvTVm Originalium in Curia Senccarii Abbreviatio, Record 
Com., p. 1, for the bishop at Winchester. 

'»» "E. arehiepiscopus Cantuar' r e de CCC marcis de auxilio con- 
cesso ad marllagium itnperatori sororis regis, vis., de C marcis ultra 
omnia feoda sua que non debet sicut continetur in rotulo" {Tetta, 
p. S18b); the abbot of St. Albans lined In SO marks and had his 
BCtttage (Fine Roll, 20 Henry III, m. 11). 
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the king levied a doaum upon those religious houses which 
did not hold by knights' service. All tenants, clerical and 
lay, were to pay on both the old and new enfeoffment,'" 

The amount realized from the new basis of assessment 
did not meet the expectations of the exchequer. It was 
believed that many fees were escaping taxation.'" 
Measures were taken to prevent this loss to the treasury. 
In May, 1236, the sheriffs were ordered to report to the 
exchequer the number of fees held in each vill by the 
lesser tenants; the prelates and the greater lay tenants 
were to make similar reports by vills of all their fees and 
those who held them. All land held by military service 
was to be included.'"' An inquest may have been held by 
the sheriff to enable him to make out his report, but no 
orders to this effect exist. The sheriff of Lancashire 
reported the number of fees of the honor without holding 
an inquest, and, in order to be sure that no mistake had 

ta'Mndox, I, 607, n. 6; Cfil. Pal. Rollt, I, I*3j Cloie Rollt, III, 
166, 189; "generate scutagiutn , , . nan sotum de feodis habitis in 
capite de rege, sed etiam de aliis cultis" (Dutul., p. 1*9) i "scutagium 
vctus et novum" (Burton, p. 364). Round, Comfnun* of London, 
p. 913, suggests that the aid of 1235 may have been assessed on the 
Kturns of the inqufsU of 191Si "in the case of Middlesex, the 
returns of ISH were made the basia for collecting the aid for the 
marriage of the king's sister, In 1335, the same personal names 
appearing in both lists." It should be observed not only that the 
same personal names appear !n Imth lists, but that thej- appear in 
the same order. This is quite unusual and suggests that the inquest 
belongs to 1235, rather than to 1919, 

15T That the exchequer expected a large increase in the tax is 
indicated, apart from the fact of the inquests, by the statement, 
purporting to come from Stephen de Scgrave "qui tunc temporls fuit 
exulatus, in abbatia de lj:yerslriH latit*ns el moram fadens, assere- 
bat et affirmabat, vetus scutagium ad xxxll milia scuta assummabstur 
et irrotulsbatur; et ad tantumdem plene et plane potult novum 
scutagium de novis terris assummari et inrotulari" (Burton, p. 364), 

iDBFarrer, Lane. Inqatrit. pp. 143-144; Tfla, p. 44, The terms, 
"old enfeoffment" and "new enfeoffment" are probably not used in 
the tedtnical sense employed under Henry II. By them is meant all 
land held by military tenure. 

Sll 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 

been made, he sent a transcript of the rojal writ to the 
keeper of the honor that the latter might report from 
his records. '°° This effort to obtain detailed information 
was not successful. Some tenants apparently did not try 
to supply it. Arnold de Bosco held seven fees and a half 
of the earl of Leicester ; it was not known in what vills."" 
The abbot of St. Edmunds reported the number of his 
fees and the counties in which they lay, but "in what 
vills they lie and how much in each place, God knows.""^ 
In 1218, the jury was employed to find out these facts 
in connection with this aid in the county of Hereford.'" 
The method of this inquest was like that of 1166. Its 
aim was purely financial : to furnish the government with 
an exact account of the amount of land held by military 
tenure in order that the payment of the aid might be 
enforced. 

3. A donum or ausilium of the clergy who did not 
hold by military service.'"' This was not levied by the 
authority of the great council. In July, August, and 
September, the heads of these religious bouses were sum- 
moned to meet the king or special officials at convenient 
places to discuss this aid."* A roll of the contributors 
was drawn up and in this roll the clergy who held by 



■ ""Farrar, p. 14*. 

lOoBrutol and Oloucuter Arch. Soc, XllI, 33S. 

"I Tttta, p. 415. 

i«:Madox, 1, 593, n. d. 

>SB Teila, pp. 93b, 3eb, TSbj Madox, I, 593, n. a; Duiut., p. 149; 
Theok.. p. 97 1 "de auxllio quod vlH reljgiosi nobis per regnun) nostrum > 
conceseerunt" (Close Bolli, 111, ^93, 911, 319, S3l, 398). 

it*CU»t Rotli. Ill, 19M88. All the houses did noC comply vrith 
the smnmons and were later called together to meet officials of the 
king &nd make a contribution (Fine Roll, 19 Htnry 111, part 1, 
m. 1). The officials who sought the aid from them were the tallagers. 
The consent of the religious houses was individual and not corporate. 
The orders of Cisterdans, Premonstratenslans, and of Sempringham 
were exempt, 
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military service often appear.'" The amounts raised by 
the donuin vere . considerable. In Gloucestershire, it 
yielded £189 2s 3d, almost as much as the scutage brought 
in (£210 7a 5d).'" Property was not assessed; each 
house paid a lump sum.'" 

k The sheriff was to report also the names of those 
tenants who held of the king by sergeanty and socage 
and in what vills their holdings lay and what service they 
rendered. Perhaps such tenants were expected to 
contribute also.'" 

5. A tallage was levied.'"' 

'•> T««Ia, above; "in rotulo de auxilio prelalorum" (Madox, I, 
B93, n. i). 

I" Brittol, etc.. XIII, 354, S55. 

'■' Sir Henry Barkly thinks tliat this donum was veiy strlctiy 
exacted, for he saja that the branches of Bve foreign housea con- 
tributed for the first time. 

loa Farrer, p. 1*3; Brittol, etc., XIII, SSS. 

i6» Theok., p. 97; "tallisri tecimus dominica nostra per AngUam" 
(CiofB RolU, III, 306); ibid., 306-316, pa>iim; Madon, I, T35, notes; 
Pipe Roll, 19 Henry IIT. The tallage was assewed by committees 
of royal officials. The sheriff is mentioaed as one of these com- 
mittees in Hereford, Gloucester, Cumberland, Salop, Stafford, Norfolk 
and Suffolk (Pl)>e Roll, 19 Henry III). Royal judges also served: 
Thomas de Mulcton was a lallager in Norlhumlwrland ; he was an 
itinerant Justice in 1335 (Bracton, Note Book. p. 141); Eudo de 
Bcauchanip was one of the tallagcrs in Worcester and was a judge 
of assize in 1S3S (Cal. Pal. Rolli. I. 108) ; R. de I^xinton was a 
justice in ejrc in Somerset in November, 133S, and he ("ct soclos 
Buos") was tnllaging the demesne in Gloucester that year (CIoi» 
BoUi, III, MB, S13). In Yorkshire and Lincolnshire, the lallagera 
were WiUlam^cetun and Itoger de Essex (Fine Roll, 19 Henry III, 
part 1, m. I ) ; Roger dc Essex was a king's escheator and a forest 
Justice in ISSS (CIo>« Bolt; 111, 969, 34«); WiUiam de Eboraco "et 
socii BUi" tallaged Hants and Surrey (Fine Roll, above, m. 1); 
WUliam was an itinerant justice in 1335 {Clote RolU, III, 111). 
The towns compounded in lump sums for tlieir tallages. The amount 
charged In 30 counties was 3,i00 marks. London paid 1,000 marks 
(Pipe Roll, 91 Henry III, m. T). 
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The amouot of the dowry was raised in some way. The 
last payment of 10,000 marks was made in June, 1237.'^° 



The Thirtieth, 1237 

On January 13, 1237, the great council met at Lon- 
don'" in response to a special summons. There was a 
large attendance; those present were the prelates, the 
earls, and the barons. If the lesser tenants in chief 
attended, they did not receive special mention as a sepa- 
rate class."' The distinction made in the writ of collec- 
tion between knights and barons may imply that the latter 
term when used alone included only the greater lay 
tenants.'" 

11" Cat. Pat. RolU. I, 198; Kfmer, I, 239. 

'1' Matthew Paris says that the council met Januaiy IS (111, 380) ; 
the Close Roll gives January 30, octave of St. Hilary's daf (III, 543). 
Tie council lasted several days (Matthew Paris saya four} and the 
decision to make the grant may have been taken on the octave. 

"I Those sununooed werei "archieplscopis, episcopis, abbatibus, et 
prioribus installatis, comitibu;, et baronibus" (Matthew Paris, III, 
380): these met; "InBnita nobiliutn multitudo, scilicet, regni totalis 
universitas'' (ibid.); "convocato magno coUoquio archiepiscoporuni, 
episcoponun, abbatum et priorum, comitum et baronum, dvlum et 
burgensium et aliorum multorum" {Thtok., p. I0£); "tam a clero 
quam a populo" (Wykes, p. 8.1); Otney, p. 81. 

"» Three descriptions of the tenants are given: the ting slates that 
those who assembled were: "nrchiepiscopi, episcopi, abbates, priores, 
comites et barones totiua regni nostri et tractatuin habercnt nobis- 
cum"; and then that "iidem archiepiscopi, episcopi, abbates, priores 
et cleric! terras habentcs que ad ecclesias suss non pertinent, comites, 
barones, mllitcs et Uberi homines pro se et sui!< viUonis nobis cod- 
cesserunt in auxilium tricesimam partem etc."; and finally lie con- 
firms the charters to "archlepiscopis, episcopis, abbatibus, prioribus, 
comitibus, baronibus et vobis omnibus aliis de regno nostro" {Clot* 
Rolti, III, 543-545; Select Charter; pp. 366-36g}. Tlie last phrase 
is also given, "et aliis magnslihus regni nostri" (Ctoie BotU, III, 
546). The second description is that of the taimayers; the other of 
the members of the council. The concluding phrases "vobis omnibus 
allis de regno nostro," etc., do not seem to refer to a definite class 
at the council, but seem to be used vaguely to include all to whom 
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The king asked for an aid of a. thirtieth of moveables. 
His reasons for the request were that his officials had 
been dishonest in the management of his income and that 
the heavy expenses of his own marriage and that of his 
flister had depleted the treasury."' All this was probably 
true. The dower of the empress was still in arrears. 

The demand met with opposition at once. Consider- 
able discussion ensued, but finally it was agreed to make 
the grant. The king was to admit three barons to his 
council and reconfirm the charters; a new sentence of 
excommunication was proclaimed against violators. No 
one was to pay unless he had more than forty pence 
worth of goods. That property was to be taxed which 
would be held on September 14, 1237, when the assess- 
ment was to begin. The dates of payment were half on 
December 1, 1287, and half on May 81, 1238.'" The 
clerical tenants in chief made a. separate arrangement 
with the king, though they paid the same tax. The 
words of Matthew Paris in describing the grant suggest 
this, when he says that the archbishop of Canterbury 
with his bishops and clergy first agreed to a thirtieth.'" 
The clergy furthermore assessed and collected the tax 
on their own lands.'" 



the grant of the rharters might apply. The reference to citiieng and 
burgesses in the Tewkesbury chronicle probably refers merely to the 
presence of some Londoners. At any rate, tt was of no importance 
as a precedent. 

'^^ Matthew Paris. III. 380-383. 

i-mStlect CharUrt, above; Clote Rollt, above. The original date* 
of a payment were not always enforced (CU)»e BolU, IV, 116, 117, 119, 
130, 363). Sometimes a taxpayer obtained a postponement of the 
date of payment (ibid., pp. 115, 130). Besides the chroniclers cited 
■bove, the tax U noted by Duittt., p. 14T; Wat., p. SIT; Wiat., p. 87; 
"vicesima," iriy., p. ;S9i Gerv. Cant., 11, 130; Attn. Catnb., p. B3. 

"''' "coDsientibns tgitur primum arch icpiscopo Cantuaricnsi cum 
SuU episcopis et dero" (Matthew Paris, above). 
n See below, p. 917. 
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The persons who paid the thirtieth aceni to have been 
the same as in the previous cases of taxes on personal 
property.'" The beneficed clergy were again exempt.'" 
Great foreign orders did not pay the tax as granted by 
the council. The abbot of Cluny made a separate grant 
of a thirtieth and received letters patent stating that it 
was a free gift and not owed and that it was not to form 
a precedent."" The Cistercians, the Premonstratensi&ns, 
the Templars, and the Hospitallers did not pay the thir- 
tieth and may have paid nothing at all,'" Some religious 
houses had their property assessed, but were finally 
exempted.'"' The royal demesne probably did not pay 
the thirtieth.'" 

The method of assessment did not vary materially from 
that employed in 1232. The king sent commissioners, 
four knights and a clerk, called assessors and collectors, 
to each county,'*' The sheriff summoned the men of the 
vills to meet them and four men were chosen from each 



III See note ITS. The writ enumerates the same persons as In 1333. 
The wording Is exactly the same except for the last phrasei In 1333, 
"liberi homines et villanl"; in 133T, "liberi homines, pro se et suls 
viilaniE," Tlie change is due to the desire to make a moK careful 
statement. The same desire is shown by the faet that for the first 
time both tliC taxable and the exempt property is enumerated. The 
list of taxable goods Is practically the same as in 1233 except that 
more discretion is given the assessors by the addition of the phrase, 
"el aliis pecoribus cl bonis." 

il» Select Charter!, above. 

iMCo/. Pal. RolU, 1, 905 i Clote RolU, IV, 9. 

w Cloie RolU, III, ser, 569; IV, 45, 67. lit, 119. 

'«76W., Ill, 369, aTO, 575; IV, 3, 8. 30, 39. 

'B^Thc reference to citizens and burgesses In tlie great council 
suggests that the demesne paid the thirtieth {Theok.. p. 103), hut 
In IB counties, the assessors were directed not to assess the tax on 
the royal demesne {Close RolU, III, ST5; IV, 37, US): in the follow- 
ing year the king levied a tallage, which he would hardly Ijave done 
had the demesne just paid the thirtieth. 

>" Except in Yorkshire and Lincolnshire. In the East and North 
Ridings of Yorkshire there were two knights and a clerk; to tlie 
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vill to assess the tas. There does not seem to be any 
difference between this method of choosing the local 
assessors and that of 1282.'" These four men, in the 
presence of the coiinty commissioners and of the bailiffs 
of the lords of the vill, if they wished to be present, were 
to swear to the number and value of the chattels of each 
man in the vill, except their own, which were to be assessed 
hy four other men chosen in the same way. The valuation 
was to be reasonable. A roll of the vill was to be drawn 
up and after it had been approved by the commissioners, 
the four men of the vill were to collect the tax and pay 
it to the commissioners for deposit in a safe place (a 
castle, an abbey) till it was brought to London.'" The 
method of collection therefore differed from that of 12S2. 
The barons were not to collect. Their interests were safe- 
guarded in another way, viz., by the presence of their 
bailiffs when the assessment was made.'" The county 
officials did not assess the property of the clergy. The 
same method was employed, but each prelate had charge 
of the assessment and made use of his own knights or 
freemen, who however needed a royal writ to undertake 
this work.'" After the money had been collected, it was 
delivered to the royal commissioners. Efforts were made 
to escape assessment. Tenants concealed their goods. 

West Riding, four knights and & clerli. In each of the three parts of 
Lincolnshire, Lindes', Kctstcven, and Hot! and, there were four 
knights and a clerk {•bid., Ill, 516~554). 

<w See atrave, p. S03. 

'MCh>* RolU. 111. St6-664i IV, 13, 111. 116. lie, IIB. 388, 389; 
Cal. Pat. RolU, I, 925. The sheriff was to provide transportation far 
the money. He was to distrain men to pay the tax to the county 
assessors: "et si indigeant auxiiio tuo circa districtionem faclenilam 
tn coUectione dicte pecunie, tu eia auxilium parabls" (C(om BotU, 
III, fiiS; IV, 116; Cal. Pat. Roll; I, 831). 

"T A lay baron however might be allowed to collect from his men; 
».g. Gilbert de UmfraviU (Clo>» RolU, IV, 4i). 

i"S«I»c( Ohartrri, p. SflTj Clon RolU, III, 55S, 5fi7, S59j IV, 4, 
IS, 16. 
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Some juries of the vilis were corrupted, assessing property 
at less than its real value. Whenever this fraud was 
discovered, the property was re-assessed by a new jury 
and the former jurors were punUhed for perjury.'" 

The amount received was 33,811m 2s Id."" The 
greater part of the tax was probably paid in 1238; most 
of the notices of paj-ment are of that year,'"' though there 
are references to payment years afterward.'"^ As in 
1225, the receipts were regarded aa a special fund for 
use on extraordinary occasions. The king borrowed from 
this fund and promised to repay the loan from the ordi- 
nary income of the exchequer."' Mention has been made 
of the three magnates who were to have been added to 
the king's council. According to Matthew Paris, the 
magnates in 1242 claimed that the king had promised 
to store the money in castles under the care of four mag- 
nates and to spend it only by the advice of the latter, 
but that none had been thus spent so far as they had 
heard,"' This was not the regulation which the same 
chronicler describes in 1287. Yet Henry III had taken 
some measures to restrict his expenditure. On November 
28, 1237, he declared that he would store the thirtieth 
in some safe place and spend none of it except by the 
advice of the legate, Otho.'" A part of the tax of 
Lincolnshire was left in 1242 and was still in the custody 

1** Clitit Bolti, in, 569. Aji interesting entry is one concerning 

ft man whose grain was destroyed after the assessment was nude 
and liis thirtieth whs pardoned (ibid., IV, IS). 

If Red Book, III, 1064. 

'*' Col. Pat. Bolli, J, painm. 

1"= Exctrpta, I, **9, anno I2Mi 11, BTB, anno IBSfl. Both of these- 
cases refer to collectors who apparently had levied the tax bnt had 
not closed their Hccoiints with the exchequer. 

'B» Cal. Pat. Bolli, I, 912. 

18» Matthew Paris, IV, 196. 

iM Cal. Pot. Boll*. I, aOS. 
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of the collectors,'"' and a part was still at the Temple."^ 
Yet early in 1238, the king had succeeded in getting rid 
of 12,480 marks of this tax. A thousand pounds were 
lent to the prior of the Hospitallers to spend in the Holy 
Land. Five hundred pounds were sent as a gift to the 
Greek emperor. Six thousand marks were paid to 
Richard, earl of Cornwall, to advance his interests at 
Paris.'*' Three thousand marks which Henry III prom- 
ised to repay went to pay knights in Gascony.'" The 
rest went in gifts, loans, and expenses. An interesting 
feature of this levy is the king's promise that the aid 
should not form a precedent for future taxation. He had 
made such promises before, but only to the clergy; now 
the promise was made to the laity as well. 

Another tax of 1237 was a tallage of 6,000 marks 
levied on the Jews; half was to be paid to the earl of 
Cornwall to supply him with money for a pilgrimage 
and half to the king.^"" The magnates in Ireland had 
been asked in 1235 to grant an aid to the king similar 
to that paid in England that year. Up to the close of 
1237, they had not complied with the request. They 
were now asked to make a further grant of a thirtieth, 
and some contributed."' 

As has been said, the royal demesne does not seem to 
have paid the thirtieth,"' but in 1238 it paid the king a 

!*• The coUeclors of the thirtieth in that county were to deliver 
£Ui 10s ot the thirtieth in their custody to the sheriff to bring to 
London (Col. Pat. RolU. I. 275, 9TT). 

1" l;!47m 2s 101^ Obid., B91). 

1M/61U, 309, 317, 892. 

IM Ibid.. 918. 

iM»/6W.. 1T3, 178. 
."i/Wrf.. 31Sj Chie Rolli, III, 571-51i. 

*o* Tlierc are orders not to assess or collect without the special 
order of the king the thirtieth on the demesne in eighteen counties 
{Clote RolU. Ill, 5T3| IV, 115); "Quia rex wult quod manerium de 
Bruges Walter! tnllicntur Inter domlnlca regis, cum rex fecerit ea 
talllari, mandHtum est assessoribus et coUectorlbus tricesime in 

81i 
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tallage, a levy which apparently took the place of the 
aid of the previous year.'"' Tlie demesne thus paid a tai 
to which the king was entitled by customary law, not one 
which he levied by virtue of a grant by the great council. 
Three years later, in 12tl, another tallage was levied on 
the demesne. In twenty counties, the sum charged 
amounted to 4,240 marks."* As usual towns fined for 
the levy. Sometimes the tax was assessed by the sheriff 
alone; sometimes special officials assessed it either alone 
or in conjunction with the sheriff. These officials were 
usually, perhaps always, royal judges.""* In the same 
year, a tallage of 20,000 marks was levied on the Jews."" 
There was also an expedition against the Welsh, who how- 



comitatu Sumers' quod nullam trlt^esimaia in eoden 
TcI coUigi fttcianl" {ibid., IV, 16). 

ion On Ortotwr IS, l^B, the king granted tbe earl of Cornwall the 
rigtit to tallagr Ills demesnes "quia rex talliari facit civitates, burgos 
et alia dominiea sua" {ibid., IV, 109). In li36 and iSSI, the bishop- 
Tics of Durham and of Norwich were void and were tallaged (Cat. 
Pal. RotU, I, 1S8, 169. 1T3, 135, 190), but this was done before the 
thirtieth was collected and had nothing to do with the tallage on the 
demesne. 

20* The accounU a|)pear in the Pipe Rolls of 19H, 1943, and 1243. 
London is included; it fined in £1,000. For other references to thi* 
tallage, see Cal. Pal. Rollt, X, 375; VincenI, p. 61; Madox, 1, 783, 
D. cj Liber Mem. d» BernevelU, p. 78; Matthew Paris, IV, 95; CIoi« 
BolU. IV, 281-339. 

-'"• In Salop and Stafford, John Lestrange, the sheriff, was ap- 
pointed to assess it {Cal. Pal. RolU. I, 273; Pipe Roll, 2fi Henry HI, 
Salop). Henry de Bathonia and Wtlliain dc S. Edmundo were 
appointed to ag.sess it in tour counties (Col. Pat. Roll*, I, 293); the 
first was a justice in eyre in Hants in January, 12*1; the second was 
a justice in eyre in 1^8 and was acting as a judge in December, 
1240 (Clott Rollt. IV, 5S, 345; Cal. Pat. Kollt. 1, 262). John Gum- 
baud anil Richard Duket, justices in eyre in January, 1241, assessed 
the tallage in seven bailiwicks, probably always In conjunctioD with 
the sheriff {Cal. Pat. Both, I, 263; Pipe Roll, 9S Henry III, Cant 
and Hunt, Bucks and Bedf., Norf. and Suff., Torii, Cumb., 
Northamp., and Northumb.). 

sosctoM RolU, IV. 981, 312; Cal. Pat. RolU, I, 2*7, 249; Madox, I, 
394, notes. 
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ever submitted without any fighting.'" Accordingly a 
Bcutage was not levied. We have already noted that many 
tenants no longer served with their full contingents and 
that the reduced service was considered to be the total 
service owed by the holding. An entry on the Close Roll 
of 12'H suggests that the practice had become so common 
that a roll had been drawn up stating the amount of the 
new servitium debitura, as it may properly be called. On 
July 25, Henry III wrote from Gloucester to his treasurer 
ordering him to examine the exchequer rolls and report to 
the king the amount of service owed by the tenants in chief 
as contained in a certain roll of that service.'"* 

MTMatthew Paris, IV, IM-lSl; Tfieok., p, WOj Wint., p. 89; 
Wav., p. 338; Ann. Camb., p. SS; BtvL, p. 339; Cal. Pat. BolU, I, 264, 
356, 167. SSI; Clote BotU. IV, 336. 

loe "Muidatum est W. de Havcrhull', thesaurario reps, quod drli- 
genter scrutatU rotulis de scaccario, signlflcet regi quod et quantum 
cerviclum regi debetur nb archlepiscopls, epi.scopU, abbatibus, priori- 
bus, comitibus, baronibus, militibus et servientibuB, in quodam rotulo 
servicium iUud continente. Hoc cum sunuaa festinatlone fadat et 
regi transmittat" (Cloat BoUji, IV, 360). The probability that the 
tfxt gives the correct interpretation of this extract from the Close 
Boll is strengthened by the (act that we have such a roll o( the new 
servitiuin debitunj from the expedition to Wales of ISiS (see below, 
pp, 3*0. e4T). 



CHAPTER VII 

The Taxes ix Detail from 1242 to 1253 



T TP to this time, tliere had been evident a disposition 
*-^ on the part of the barons to criticise the financial 
demands of the govemnient and to make some efforts to 
unite in opposition to the king. These efforts had cuhni- 
nated in 1287 in the suggestion that there should be some 
baronial supervision of royal expenditure and in the 
king's promise that the thirtieth of that year should 
not form a precedent for future demands. But the oppo- 
sition of the tenants in chief never reached the point 
where the king failed to have the tax granted. 

Beginning in 1242, a further step was taken by the 
barons. They refused to grant aids to the king. The 
reasons which Henry III gave at tliat time and afterward 
to explain why taxes were necessary were the same that 
he had given before. In I2'i2, he wanted to raise money 
for the expedition to Gascony ; later, he needed it to pay 
hia debts. But to these demands the barons turned a 
deaf ear. The cause for their refusal was twofold. They 
did not deny tliat the king was in want of money, but 
they felt that this want was due to his own mismanage- 
ment of his income and that therefore such frequent taxes 
were unnecessary. At the same time, they feared that 
the king was establishing a right of arbitrary taxation, 
and on this account they demanded that the king allow 
them to supenise his expenditure and thus enable them 
to decide when taxes were necessary. The claim that 
Henry III should live of his own probably states in exag- 
gerated form the belief of the barons that extraordinary 
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UNDER JOHN AND HENRY III 

levies should be demanded less frequently. The king's 
Kfusftl to admit any control of his expenses was met by 
the barons' refusal to grant aids. That this refusal was 
effective is shown by the king's fruitless appeals to indi- 
viduals, which now appear for the iirst time, and by his 
frequent Bummoning of the great council to persuade its 
members to make him a grant. Baronial control is illus- 
trated in 1245 when the tenants refused to grant any aid 
other than the one which the feudal law gave the king, 
the aid to marry his daughter, and in the low rate which 
was fixed, twenty shillings per fee. 

The taxes of the period therefore comprise only those 
levies to which Henry III was entitled by feudal law, 
with one possible exception, the donum from religious 
houses in 1248. There were two scutages, an aid to 
marry the king's daughter, three tallages, and three dona 
from religious bodies. Both the scutages were legal (in 
1242 for Gascony and in 1246 for Wales). They were 
both accompanied by fines, but were not aids, that is, 
they were paid only by the tenants who had failed to 
perform their service. In the case of the levy of 1242. 
it will be noticed that the king tried to enlarge the number 
of fees which paid scutage. As far as the scutage of 
Gascony was concerned, the effort was in part at least 
unsuccessful and it certainly did not result in a permanent 
increase in the number of fees from which the king could 
collect scutage.' The bishops in 1242 again renewed the 
claim successfully that they did not owe scutage for a 
campaign in Gascony; they made instead an aid at the 
same rate as the scutage. This seems to be a. denial of 
military service overseas. There was an expedition to 
Scotland in 1244, but no scutage was taken, clearly 
because there was no fighting. Thus scutage could not 

There is no change in the number o( fees tor which Individual 
tenants seconnt at the exchequer after liiS. 
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e levied at the will of the king. For the first time, the 
rate of scutage for a campaign in Wales was three marks, 
an increase which shows the king's lack of money. In 
this campaign, too, we see that the incomplete quotas 
with which tenants had long been serving were coming 
to be regarded as the servitium debitum of their holdings. 
It will be noticed that in 1245 the barons put a check 
on the efforts which the king had been making to increase 
the number of fees which should pay scutage. The writs 
of collection state thst the aid was to be paid on the 
number of fees which paid customarily. With 1246, there 
began a barren period for the exchequer. The only levies 
till 1253 were two tallages on the demesne and one donum 
on religious bodies. It is noteworthy that the latter were 
now tased for the first time when no aid or scutage was 
levied on other classes of the comraimity. 

Tmk Taxation- of 1242 

On December 14. 1241, Henry III issued writs sum- 
moning the tenants in chief to meet at London on the 
January 27 following.' January 8, 1242, he ordered 
the sheriffs of the maritime counties to provide ships at 
Portsmouth before April 13, ready to cross the seas with 
him-' January 28, the great council met and was asked 
to grant the king an aid for the campaign in France, a 
demand which, in accordance with a previous agreement 
among themselves, the magnates refused. After some 
attempts, partly successful, t o persu ade the^ ten an tj^sjagly 

'Cloie Rolh, IV, 43B. The writ giver is addressed to the an*, 
bishop of Yorit; "eodem modo seribitur omnibus episcopis, abbatibiu, 
cotnitlbus et bsronibus." The business is descril>ed as follows: "ad 
traetandum nobiscum una cum ceteris magnatlbus nastris quos simili- 
ter fecimus convocari de arduis negoeiia nostrls statum noGtrum et 
tocius regni nostii speciallter tBDgentibus." See also Matthew Paris, 
IV. 180. 

s Ch^ RolU. IV, 429. 
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to grant him iiifl n&yi the king dissolved the council.' He 
did not however give up hia proposed expedition. Orders 
were immediately issued to collect money from religious 
bodies,' and on February 8, the military tenants were 
summoned to meet at Winchester on April 27." They 
were reluctant to serve, but some met and on May 9, the 
king sailed for France with eight earls and 300 knights.' 
He had no intention of carrying on the campaign with 
this force alone. Those tenants who had failed to answer 
the summons were distrained to appear at London on July 
15 and cross to Gascony.' As soon as the king arrived 
in France, he wrote urgently for 200 knights, 100 ser- 
geants, 500 good Welshmen, and money. Fines were to 
be remitted and money paid to knights if they would come 
to his aid.' On the same date, he wrote to fifty tenants, 

« Matthew Paris, IV, 181-188. Those suimnoned were "archi- 
episcopis, epUcopifi, abbatlbus, prioribuB, comitibuK, et baronibus"; 
those present were "totius Anglic nobilltas, tarn pnelatoruia quam 
comltum et baronum"; "dominus Ebora-censis aichieplsc^opus et omnra 
episcnpi AngllE, abbates et priores, per se, vel per procuratores suos, 
necnon et omnes comitca et fere omnes barones Anglife ad mandatum 
dominl regis coiivenissent." 

» Cloie Rolls, IV. 430, 431. This probably began during the coun- 
cil: "protendcns rotulum, in quo scriptuin monstravit, quid lUe Tel 
ille abbas ve! prior tan turn vel tantum protoisit ee daturum" 
(Matthew Paris, IV, 182, 189), 

■ Cloie RoUt, IV, -Ul. Another summons waa issued to this effect 
to all sheriffs on March 2i (ibid., p. 4S5; Vincent, p. M). 

T Rymer, 1, 346; Matthew Paris, IV, IS3i Theok., p. I<i3. May 3, 
Dviut., p. 158; May 9, War., p. 339, and Winf,. p. 89. 

B"et quia plures . . . Don venerunt ad trans fret andum nobiseum 
Blrut sununoniti fuerunt, tibi (licecomltl) pra^ipimus quod omnes 
tales diatringaD per terras et catalla quod sint apud Lond' . . . parati 
ad trans fretandum post corpus nostrum" (CJojt* BoIU, IV, 488). 
This order was enrolled May 19. The order to dislrBin was not a 
mere threat, but was carried out; see the cases of Isabella de Morti- 
mer. William de Ros, and Robert de Hayford (ibid., pp. 437, 453, 
46 j, 47a). 

Rymer, I, 346; Cloie Bolli. IV, 496-499. William de Cantilupe. 

I was a leader of the relnforcenieilte which later crossed, received 

a loan of 100m that was afterwardi pardoned (Pipe Roll, 90 Henry 
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summoning them to codic at once.'" Nor was this order 
disregarded. Tenants were going over to Gascony 
throughout the summer." Some tcnaots who served this 
year came with only part of their contingents.'* Mer- 

111, Dors, and Somers.}- Mnttliew Paris says that the count of la 
Marchc bad advised the king to bring maney> not men, as be would 
provide a sufficient mititarj force (IV, 1S9) ; the king therefore may 
have been unusualtf lenient in allowing men to fine for their service. 

10 Rymer, nhove; Cloie Rolli, IV, 498, 53T. 

11 August 29, men were being sent over (Bymer, I, 819); see also 
Cal Pat. RolU, I, 302j Ctota Rollt, IV, 460; Matthew Paris, IV, 199. 
William de Alhiniaco, Andrew Lutrel, and Thomas Gresley lined 
(Rymer, I, S46; Pipe Roll, 26 Henry III, Lhic., War. and Leie.). 
but later crossed to tlie king {letters of protection for them, Cal. 
Pat. Rotli, I, 201-997). Vital Engayne fined in 40m and later sent 
his son and part of his fine was pardoned (Cloie Roll*. IV, 473} j 
William de Slffrewast (ibid., no. 58, m. IS). Thomas de Berkeley 
Hncd In liOm, then sent his son with two knights and his line waa 
pardoned {ibid., m. 14); Rohert de Hayford was to be distrained to 
cross on October 6 "cum aliis militihus qui ad mandatum DOstrum 
tunc ad regem similiter triLnsfretabunt" (ibid., IV, 465). For the 
persistent opposition of the barons to this expedition, in spite of 
which they were still obliged to aen'C, sec Dtiatt., pp. 158-159: 
"rex ... a msgtiatibus suis Anglic fere omnibu.i ibl (at Bordeaux, 
after the campaign) dimittitur, sine quormn consilio ab Anglia 
fuerat profectus." Matthew Paris rather exaggerates this feeliog 
when he says that tlie kin^ had to persuade rather than to com- 
mand the magnates to accompany him, "datis muneribus preoiosis" 
(Matthew Paris, IV, 169). By the.se gifts arc meant probably loans 
(see above, note 9); they were not uncommon under John (see 
above, pp. 37, 97, 111). 

II Richard de Munilchet, -47^ fees, had two knights with the king 
and received all his scutage (Michel, Bdlei g<ucon*, no. 145; Chu* 
Roll; IV, 493) ; the corl of Arundel, 941^ fees, had Ave knights in 
the host and was granted all his scutage (Michel, no. 138; Clan 
Botla, above) ; Thomn.s de Berkeley, five fees, first fined in 60m, then 
Rent his son "se tertfo" and hia fine was pardoned (Rymer, I, 346; 
Clom Roili, no, 59, m, 11) j "Rex dedit respettum Johanni de Stute- 
vill' de serviclo trium militum quod regi debet donee rex venerit In 
Wasconlam" (Clote RnlU, IV, 413); he held fifteen fees. Notice 
however that Andreas Peverel and Richard de Harecurt each sent 
one knight to Gaseony {ibid.. 493) ; they held respectively one fee, 
and a third of a fee (Pipe RoH, 29 Henry III, Sussex, Oxon., m, 
9, T d) ; in War, and Ldc. a Richard Fibi William de Harecurt held 
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re employed." Thus the king was able but 
with difficulty to compel tenants to perform their service. 

In connection with this expedition, there were levied a^~^ 
ecutage at three marks on the fees of religious houses and I v^,^ 

of lay tenants together with fines, an aid at the same rate I ^ V \ 
on the bishops, and dona (contributions in lump sums) I 
on religious houses." ^ 

The scutage on religious houses and the laity was put 
in charge before the king's departure. On May 19, a 
writ was issued to the sheriff of Yorkshire ordering him 
to collect scutage at three marks from all fees in hand and 
from rear-vassals of all tenants who had no writs of 
scutage, and to have the money at the excliequer on 
October 18.'" Before the date of sailing, grants were 
made to tenants in chief of the scutage of their vassals. 
On May 1, the sheriffs in whose bailiwicks Richard, earl 
of Cornwall, had fees were to cause him to have his scutage 
at three marks per fee at the coming October 13, 1242, 

two fees (ibid,, ta. 10) and he may be the Richard de Harecurt 
mentioned above; in aaj case, the entries iltnstrate the fact that a 
sautli tenant might furnish all or nearly all his service, 

" Rymer, I, 94T. 849; Cal. Pal. Rolla. I, 309, 316j Michel, no. 248; 
Cloi* RotU, IV, tOfi; in August, efforts were being made lo provide 
500 Welshmen, probably the force concerning which the king had 
written in June (ibid., 4S9) ; In September, 100 knights, 100 sergeants, 
and *,000 Welsh {ibid,. 514). 

!• No tallage was levied throaghout England for the expedition. 
The entries concerning tallage which appear in the Pipe Roil of 
1245 belong to the levy of 1311. Matthew Paris says that in 1343 the 
citizens of London were compelled to pay a tallage under the follow- 
ing fonni "Venerunl eiaclores et regales leditui ad lUum vel ilium 
civem, dicentes; 'Tantam et tanlam oportct le pecuniam domino 
regi, in longinquis partihus pro commotlitate rcfn>i militanti et nimig 
indigenti, donee in regno suo restauretur, coramodare." Et secundum 
votuntatem ct lestiraalionera exlorlorum pecuniom civium mutllarunt" 
(Matthew Paris. IV, S«). Probably this was done, for in the Pipe 
Roll of 1949 two Londoners pay each £40 "de auxiiio" (Pipe Roll, 
96 Henry III, Lond. and Midd.). 

i» CtoM* BollM, IV. 486. 
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because he accompanied the king.'* The date, October IS, 
is that on which the scutage was to be paid at the exche- 
quer by the sheriff according to the writ of May 19; 
the order suggests therefore that the scutage had already 
been put in charge on May 1. On this same date, May 1, 
the king acknowledged the receipt of fifty marks on April 
30 from the abbot of Hyde in aid of his crossing and 
released him of the scutage due on five of the twenty fees 
which the abbot held." Men fined before the king started 
with the proviso "saving to the king his scutage."'* It 
seems clear therefore that the levy was fixed before the 
king crossed. 

The account of the tax in the Pipe Roll is incomplete. 
The title is "Fines militum ne transfretent cum rege in 
Wasconiam pneter scuiagia sua quK regi sponte conces- 
serunt ad istam trans fretationem." The returns of the 
scutage (at three marks) are not given;" no lists of men 
granted writs of quittance appear ; only fines for default 

n Vincent, p. 116. Other cases are died here. 

nCal. Pat. RolU, I, 984; MaAo%, I, 609, n. d. The wril in Madoi 
was issued 97 Henry III. On May *. IM9, the sheriffs were ordered 
to allow the abbot of Hyde to hare his scutage "ad respoDdendum 
inde regi scaccarium" (Pine Roll, no. 3S, part 1, m. 3). 

18 Vincent, p. 117. Tlie Introduction of this saving clause shows 
that the scutage had been declared. Had the levy not been fixed 
already, the clause introduced would have indicated that tacL Cf. 
the fines in connection with the campaign against Richard Marshal 
in 1S33, which were made when no scutage had been put in charge; 
they Bay "si scutagium currat" (see above, p. 306). 

!■> The scutage does not appear in the later Pipe Rolls. The 
account was made in a separate roll, which is mentioned in the Pipe 
Roll: "sicut continetur in rotulo compoti hujus scutagii" (Pipe Roll, 
97 Henry III, pattim, from Hall, Btd Book, 11, p. clxxxiii, note S). 
Mr. Hall speaks as though only the scutages which were unpaid at 
Michaelmas, 1243, were entered in tills roll, but all the scutage which 
came in was entered In it: "Hec summa vera ebt et soluta unde 
vicecomes protulit talUam coram baronibus a die S. Michaelis in xv 
dies anno xxvilo" (Tula, p. lib). This seems to refer to the com- 
potuH which tlie sheriff presented at the exchequer on October 13, 
IS4S, the date when the first rendering of the scutage was due. 



I 
I 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY IH 

of service are entered and the list of these is not com- 
plete. The title implies that all these fines were paid in 
addition to the scutage. This is not always the case; 
sometimes the fine included the scutage,'" The scutage 
was not an aid in the technical sense, but was the compo- 
sition for service.^' Those tenants who were in the host 
did not pay it, but were granted permission to collect it 
for their own use from their vassals. There is a roll 
containing the names of seventy- seven tenants who 
accompanied the king and for this reason received writs , I-*--''^ 
de kabendo scutagio." The order instructing the sheriff . 

to collect scutages exempted those who had such writs^* \ 

Mention should be made in this connection of the king's 
letter of June 8, directing fines to be remitted and even 
money paid in addition to those tenants who would join 
him in France," This seems evidence enough to show 
that the tenant in chief was exempt from all taxation on 
his tenement, if he served. Nor was it necessary for a 
vassal to provide his full contingent in order to be exempt 
from all money payment." 
f Some tenants who failed to perform their service did I C-f^ . 
not escape with scutage only. Fines were also levied, I AjtAt-'^ 
often very heavy. ]A few cases may be given: William 3 ^^ 

de Percy, 100m on 16 fees;" Gilbert de Umfravill, y. 

100m;" John de Bayeux, lOOra;" Henry de Pinkney, 

10 See below, ttote 95. 

51 Not the full composition in all 
not a gencrnl sid on knights' fees. 

» Scutage Rolls, No. 6; Brulol and Olouc., etc, XIV, 99, note. 
For such writs, see Clort Rolli, IV, 489-4B3, 

>s Madox, I, eS3, n. >; see abofc, p, 23T, note 15. 

" See above p. 995, note 9. 

S5 See above, p. 226, note IB. 

»s Pipe RoLi, 80 Henry III, Yorlt. 

»' Ibid., Northumb. He lidd 3i^ fees. 

"JbiU, Line. The servitliun of this fee was 90 knlglitii (Round, 
FtiKtai SngUind, p. 853) ; the old cDfeoffment was 15i^ fees and the 
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80m;" Elias Giffard, 35m, 9 fees;'" Robert de ETering- 

ham, SOm not to cross and to have his scutage ;" Thomas 

Gresley, 100m not to cross and to have his scutage;" 

Roger de Merlai, SOm on 1 fees.**/ The amount of fines 

i charged in the Pipe Roll in twenty-nine counties was 

Y\( 8,li6 marks of which I,S55 marks were entered as paid. 

Cr There seems to have been a tendency to separate the fine 

from the scutage, Tlie title of the levy in the Pipe Roll 

speaks of "fines . . . pricter scutagia" and there was a 

separate account of the scutage. Some of the fines were 

evidently payments in addition to the scutage;" other 

fines however included the scutage.'" There was nothing 

new in the separation of the two payments and we can 

hardly say whether or not the practice was more common 

new, 4^ fees {Bed Book, I. S8T}; in 1930 and 12W It aceounted for 
16^% fees (Pipe RoU, 14 and 30 Henry 111, Unc). 

** Ibid; Bucks and Bedf. i 15 fees; probably a fine In addiUua to 

■o/bid., Glouc. 

•> Vincent, p. 117, qnoting Fine Roll, M Henry 111. 

"Vincent, p. 118, quoting- Fine Roll. 98 Henry HI; 19 fees. 

"Pipe Roll. 98 Henry III, Northumb. 

**E.g. the countess of Werwiek, lOOs (ibid., Oxon.); William Fiti 
Hsmon, lOra (ibid., Bucks and Bedf.); Robert de Novo Burgo. SOm; 
Waller de Estleg, 10 fee.s lOm (ibid.. Dors, and Somers). 

"> Robert de Brerlnghani paid AOni not to cross and to hsre his 
scuta^ (Vincent, p, 117} ; similarly, Thomas Gresley, 100m (ibid.. 
p. 118) 1 Gilbert Gaunt "Snem fecit cum rege pro eodcm (scutogio 
suo ct pro relaxacione passagii sui) per CC marc." (ibid.). He held 
68i^ fees so Uiat he really paid only scutage. John de Bayeun, lOOm 
"de elsdem flnibus" (Pipe RoU, 86 Henry III, Line); this flne in- 
cludes bis scutage, for "flnem fecit pro habendo scutagila suis per C 
marcas" (Teila, p. 30eb). The carl of Warwick, 180 murks "pro 
omnibus feodis suis et pro hahendo scutagio suo'' (Pipe RoU, abov^ 
War. and Leic.) ; in the Fine Roll he is charged with the same 
amount "pro scutagio suo et pro relaxacione passagtl sui" (Vincent, 
above). He held 103^ fees. Dugdale, 1, T9b, quotes the rolls of 
85 and 96 Henry 111 to show that the earl paid two fines of £190 i»A, 
one to be absent from attendance on the Ung in Gascony and the 
other to levy scutage on his tenants. It Is unlikely that there were 
two distinct fines. 

^^L no 
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this year than in previous years. Some, perhaps all, of 

the fines were levied at the beginning of the campaign." 

The method of collection of the levy varied. If a tenant 
in chief received a writ for having his scutage, he col- 
lected from his tenants and accounted either to the sheriff 
or to the exchequer. Such a writ was granted both to 
tenants who fined and to those who paid scutage. If the 
tenant did not secure the writ the great council had pro- 
vided that the sheriff should collect from his rear- vassals.*' 



/. Rymer, I, 246; the king writes from France, 

quus a quibusdani milltlbus recepimus"; Bee 



o< Vincent, aboi 
June 8j "Fines i 
above, p. 2Sfl. 

" The writ or collection of Maf 19 orders the sheriff "quod de 
omnibus feodJs militum que tenentur de^ tenentibus de nobis in caplte 
in balUva tua et que ipfii de nobis tcnent in capite que quldem brevia 
nnstra tibi non tulerint de hal>endo scutagio suo etc. . . . scutagium 
nostrum colligi facias" (Ctote RoUn, IV', 486). Tbis means that the 
sheriff will collect from the rear-vasaala unless tlie tenant In chief 
has a writ which empowers him to collect. The expression "brevia 
nostra . . . de haliendo saitagio suo" refers not only to the men 
who have performed their service and hence ha»e their scutage for 
their own use, but also to those who haTc fined and those who pay 
scutage only and who are allowed to collect from their vassals. For 
cases of the latter, see note 33; also the cose of Earl Ferrers (Twfa, 
p. ISa) from whose tenants the sheriff collects nothing, but who will 
respond hEmself. The abbot of Felerborough, 60 fees, paid £130 
(his scutage only) at the exchequer "licet non colligerit illud scuta- 
gium, ut dicit, nee milites sui qui de illo tenent scutagia sua solvcrunt 
et ideo tibi (vicecomiti) preecipimus que sis in auxilio ipsi abbati 
ubi non sufficiat in baUlva tua ad distringendum dictos milites suos 
ad reddendum ei scutagia sua de quibus illos acquietavit ad scacca- 
rium (Ejtch. L. T. B. Mem. Roll, BT Henry 111, m. 3). The abbot 

I of Westminster was allowed to collect his scutage from his tenants 
{ibid.) ; aUo Robert de Stafford (iftid.. 98 Henry 111, m. 2). See 
also the cases of Ada, wife of John, son of Robert {Cloi» Rolli, IV, 
459); the abbot of Hyde (see above, p. £9S)i William Marshal 
(Exeerpta, 1, 380). But if the tenant: did not secure such a writ. 
Uie sheriff collected from the rear-vassals. If such a tenant tried 
to collect, the rear-vassal could appeal to the king who would inter- 
fere to prevent it. Thus Fayn de Clermund was summoned before 
the exchequer to explain why he had distrained his tenant William 
Hayrun "contra pro\-i3lonem prsdictaoi," viz., "quod scutagia nobis 
Eoncessa ad transfretationem noetram in Wasconiam colligerentur 
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This was the method employed in the aid of 1217; doubt- 
less the same method was often followed in the collection 
of a scutage. 

per vlcecomites nostros" (Madoii, I, 689, a. r). The ease of Alexan- 
der Swereford: "Questus est nobis . . . Alexandr* tbesaurarlns S. 
Pauli London' que cum per commune consilium regnl nostri sit 
prorisum quod scutagiii nobis concessa . . . colligentur per manus 
vicecomitum in singulis comitatlbus exceptia feodis illorum quibus 
scutagia sua concessimus, H. comes KanclK distringit cum pro 
Bcutaglo unius miUtis In wa.rda sua in Middleton' licet non con- 
CesserimuB eidem BCutagla Eua et que tu (the Eheriff) potiua deberes 
kvare quam ipse," and bo the goods of Alexander are to be released 
and he is to be distrained by no one but the sheriff (Exdu L, T. R. 
Hem. Roll, 9T Henry III, m. 1). These writs mi^t seem to mean 
that the sherifF collected from bU the rcar-vassals, but the cases cited 
above show that he took it only from the sub-tenants of those barons 
who had not writs for collecting their own scutage. Whether the 
sub-tenant always held his lord to the strict letter of the provision 
concerning tlie method of collection, we cannot say. The reason for 
the protest in the two casea cited above was not merely that the 
tenant in chief collected without the king's authority. Payn de 
Clennund had distrained hla tenant for scutage "et etlam plus quam 
idem Willelmus recognoscit se debere"; concerning the fee of Alexan- 
der Swereford, "pendet sdhuc plaeitum in curia nostra coram justic' 
nostris inter dictum comitem (who had distrained it) et WUIelmum 
de BcUucampo sd quern illorum pertinebit dicta wards." In anotlier 
case in which the tenant in chief had collected from the rear-vassal 
"contra provisionrm nostram desicut vicecomes noster per prreceptum 
nostrum prcdictum scutaglum nostrum debuit colliglsse," the sheriff 
was merely ordered to release the distraint which he had made 
against the rear-vassal and distrain the tenant In chief to pay at 
the exchequer (Exch, L. T. K. Mem. Roll, BT Henry III, m. B, the 
cose of Robert le Butciler and David de Garpunvill', his lord). But 
a writ on the Close Roll possibly refers to the collection of scutage 
from rear-vassals by tenants in chief who had not received the king's 
permission to do this; if so, it indicates that the king intended to 
prevent such collection: the regents were to inquire "qui magnates de 
Anglla. sive episcopl, sive alii, tallagium vel scutagium in auctoritate 
sua propria super liberos homines suos assiderunt et ab cisdem ea 
cepcrunt contra consuetudinem Anglic . . . ita quod rex ... In ad- 
vcntu suo in Angliam posslt teslifleari" (Michel, no. 1633). The 
collector of the scutage mi^t be an oftkrial other than the sheriff; 
in Gloucestershire, It was the abbot of Chichester {BrUtot, etc, SIV, 
19-37). 
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This scutage was to be paid bj all knights' fees on the 
holdings of lay tenants and religious houses." It was 
believed that many of these fees were escaping taxation 
and a determined effort was made to ascertain the total 
amount of land held by military service in England." In 
the writ of collection of May 19 the sheriff had been 
ordered to find out and report on October 13 the nuniber 
of fees held in his bailiwick both of the old and the new 
enfeoffment.*" The returns made were evidently unsatis- 
factory. This was due partly at least to the opposition 
of the tenants. On October 29, another order was issued 
in sharper language. The sheriffs had been negligent; 
if they did not wish thoir own lands and chattels to be 
seized by the government, they were to present at the 
exchequer on December 7 all the arrears of scutage and 
a complete report of all fees. Any tenant who opposed 
the collection or the inquest was to be summoned before 
the exchequer barons." But the report rendered in con- 
sequence of this order was unsatisfactory. Many men 
had claimed that they did not hold by military service of 
any one and hence owed no scutage. Accordingly, on 
December 9, new writs were issued containing detailed 



" The writs cited b«low say that the scutage was to be paid both 
on the oew and the old enfeoFFment; these terms are not used In 
the technical sense employed in the reign of Henry II and his sons. 
They mean all the lend held by Billtary service whenever enfeoffed 
(see the form of the inquest, Madox, I, flSl, n. q), 

>" Although the bishops did not pay on all their fees, they were to 
certify to the king the number of fees held of them (see the report 
of the bishop of Worcester, Teita, p. 4ib). 

*oChi« Both, IV, 48fi. This report was to cover all fees whether 
or not the tenant in chief owed scutage. Sec below, p. 9S1, note 13. 
w4ierc the sheriff later tried to hold inquests on the lands of tenants 
who had writs of quittance, but as they were unwilling, he was 
unable to do so. 

•1 ModoK, I, 689, n. »; "et si quos Inveneris tibi resisfentes quo 
minus coUigere prcdicta scutagla et inqulsitionem prsedictam facere 
possie, Gummone eos . . . quod tunc sint coram baronibua responsuri." 
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instructions for an inquest of knights' fees al] over Eng- 
land. This was not to be done as in 1235 by the tenants 
in chief. The sheriff was to conduct it by the aid of 
twelve legal men, knights or others, wlio were under oath. 
They were to inquire the location of all fees, the number 
each man held and of whom he held them." All this 
information together with the arrears of scutage was to 
be delivered at the exchequer on January 27, 1243.'^ The 
opposition of tlie tenants to the inquests was so strong 
that on January 30, a writ was issued to the sheriffs 
directing them not to hold the inquests on the lands of 
those tenants who had writs for having their scutage." 
The king's effort to get a complete report of the land 
hold by military service therefore failed. These inquests 
are of interest because they were made for purposes of 
taxation; they are another example of the use of the jury 
in that connection. All this, the collection from rear- 
vassals by the sheriff or some special collector, the 
inquests, the separation of the fine from the scutage, indi- 

4' In addition, a roll was to be drawn up of the other lands of 
the county made out by hundreds, containing the names of the villa 
and their holders, of whom and by what service the; held them 
(MadoTt, r, asi, n. 9). 

t» Madox, I, 681, n, p, q; Farrer, Lane, laquetit, p. 1*S. The 
writs both of October and December show that tenants paid the 
scutage miwillingly and opposed the inquest. If the tenant was 
unwilling, the sheriff was unable to hold the Inquest; "Comes de 
Perrar fecit de securitale sntisfac' de scutaglo. Et ballivi sui non 
permiltiint quod viceeoniea Intret infra liliertalem suam ad inquiren- 
dum quot feoda militum tencantur de ipso"; "isti vero qui habent 
breve de habcndo scutagio non permittunt quod inquisitio flat de 
feodifi militum que tencantur de ipsis"; the names of seventeeo 
tenants follow (Teila. p. I5n). 

""Mandatum est vicecomili (Oxon') quod nullam faceret inquisi- 
tionem in comitatu auo de feodis pnelatorura, baronum, vel militum 
qui tulerunt sibl brevla regi^ de ecutagits suis habcndis; quia rex 
non vult quod Inqulsieiones flant de feodis illonim dc quibus non 
recepit scutagla sua" (Exch. L. T. R, Mem. Roll, 97 Henry III. m. 
6 d). Hits order was given to the sheriffs of nineteen other countiea. 
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cates a tendency to make the scutage a general tax pay- 
able at the exchequer- The fine represented the service 
of the tenant in chief for his holding; the scutage levied 
on the holdings of the rear-vassals was their fine for ser- 
vice. As most of the rcar-vassals did not go on the 
campaign, the scutage would become in effect a general 
tax on knights' fees. At the same time, the king retained 
his right to demand service or a fine from his barons. 
But it must be remembered that those tenants who served 
obtained the scutage on all their fees, that there were 
tenants who paid scutage only, that both these and those 
who fined might collect from their vassals, and that tbe 
inquests were incomplete. Thus as far as the exchequer 
was concerned, this levy differed in no respect from pre- 
vious levies of scutage; part of the fees paid to the king 
and part did not. 

Distraint was used to force tenants to pay the scu- 
tage," If the sub-tenant continued to be unwilling, it 
seems to have been difficult to compel him to pay. In 
1247, Henry de Tracy had not collected all the scutage 
due him from his vassals and the sheriff was ordered to 
come to his assistance." What authority had the king 
for making this levy? A writ issued in 1242 states that 
the scutage was granted "per commune consilium regnj." 
The Pipe Roll says that the scutages were willingly 

•9 Madox, I, 6T9, d. i; '^andBtum est vtcecomltl Kancie quod 
ai-eria militum qui tcnetit de R. comite PlctaviiE et Cornuliiie in 
balllya eua de dote comitlsse Isabclle quondam uxoris sue et que 
avcria cepit pro scutagio deliberari faciat" (Clon RoUt, IV, *TT); 
for the earl of Oxford, Johanna Brlwere and Hugli de Verly {ibid., 
466, 4TI, 178). Distraint was made both on the dcmesDe of the 
tenant in cluef and on his vassals; each of the Intler was to pay 
onlf so much as pertained to his fees (case of Henry de Merck, 
ibid., 469). 

•a Madoi, I, 6TT, n. #; in 1954 all of the scutage of 1949 had not 
been paid, t.g. fee of William de Koines (Excfa. K. R, 3S Henry III, 
Mem. Roll, m. 9T d). 

" Madoi, I, 681, n. p. 
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granted by the knights.*' As the king demanded and 
obtained military service from his tenants, as he took 
scutage from those only who failed to serve, and as he 
was able to levy fines as well as scutage on recalcitrants, 
it is likely that he took the scutage because of his right 
to military service. Probably the king consulted with 
the tenants concerning the levy and they agreed that the 
rate should be three marks per fee and that the collection 
should be made at the opening of the campaign. To this 
extent, it may be said that they granted the scutage. 

The bishops made a separate arrangement as they 
had done in 1229. Instead of paying a scutage, they 
granted an aid at three marks per fee and on their servi- 
tium debitura only. They received letters patent stating 
that the grant should not form a precedent. They were 
allowed to collect the aid from their tenants." It is diffi- 
cult to see why the bishops should pay an aid instead of 
a scutage, as it was a denial of the king's right to military 
service in France. The last sentence of the letters patent 

*B "Fines militum . . . pnter scutsgia 8u« que regf sponte con- 
cesserunt ad ifitam trans fretationem." 

"Madox, I. 609, n. c; Cloie RolU, IV, 467; if B rear-TOSsal wu 
exempt, so was his lord {ibid., 507, fees held of the bishop of Noi^ 
wlch). It is not stated when the bishojia made this grant, but it is 
liltely that it was done early in May. The orders to the sheriffs to 
aid the bishopa to collect the aid from their tenants were Issued 
on May SI. The Tewlcesbury chronicler speaica of a meeting of the 
bishops at London about May 6 and thi^ was probably the assembly 
which agreed to the aid. The chronicler states that the king crossed 
to Gascony on May 6 and that the abbot paid hira 30m at Ports- 
mouth; he continues: "audito Ibidem de raorte Ntcholal persons de 
Merlawe. dominus abbas adivit episcopum Lineolnise apud Londonism, 
ubi tunc multi fuerant episcopi in unum congregati" (TAaofc., p. 
122). It was not granted before May 2, for on that date the king 
issued at MarweU the following writ; "Rex concessit Roberto le 
Norcis seneEcallo N. Dunholm" episcopi quod per scutagium suum 
regi dandum quietus sit de transfret' in Pictaviamj et mandahim 
est vicecomiti Cantebr' quod per predictum scutagium ei pacem de 
trans fretacionc predicta habere permittat" (Pine Roll, 96 Henry III, 
part 1, m. 3). 
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may have been added by the king to prevent, if possible, 
such an interpretation. He declares that this concession 
which he has made shall neither increase nor decrease his 
own rights nor those of his heirs."" Although the aid was 
to be paid only on the servitium debitum, the inquest into 
the military service in England extended to the feea of the 
clergy.'^ 

A donum also was asked from religious houseS) both 
from those which held by military tenure and those which 
did not. In the case of the former, it did not take the 
place of the scutage. The abbot of Hyde gave 50m. He 
was pardoned the scutage of five of his twenty fees,'* 
Requests were already made from the prelates in the 
council of January, 12i2." The work was continued by 
special collectors and the sheriffs throughout the king- 
dom." Many of these amounts were paid before the king 
set out," There was no assessment of property ; each 
house paid a lump sum. An aid was also asked from the 

>o "Notumus etiam quod per banc concessioner nostrara quam 
fecimua, nobis ct hcredlbus nostris accrescat vel decrescat" (Madox, 
Bbove). It may relate to the king's concession to the bishops to 
collect the aid from their ttnants. 

Bi The clergy reported the number of their fees and an inquest 
was not held on their lands by the sheriff and the twelve legal men; 
t.g. the bishop of Worcester made a report of his fees to the Icing 
{Tetta, p. Mb). 

»= Cat. Pat. BolU, I, 26*. 

^■"Petensque sb eis auxilium pecuniarc, (rex) ait; Ecce, quid 
concessit iUe abbas niihi in sulmidium; ecce, quid alius; et protendens 
rotulum, in quo scripliim monstravit, quid ille vel IUe abbas rel 
prior tantum vel tantum promisit se daturum" (Matthew Paris, IV, 
182). 

>* The king sent a clerk to codperate with the sheriff in the dioceses 
ot Lincoln and Ely (Cal. Fat. RolU, I, 273. 283, 997 ) ; Matthew Paris, 
IV, 189; Theok.. p. 19S. 

oflrfftof. etc. XIV, 90-91: In the Ttila are given lUts of con- 
tributors, many of them small; the total amount given there is 
^ marks {Tula, pp. 99a, 3Tb, Ma, etc.). Some cases foUowi 
abbot of St. Mary's of York, lOOtn; prior of Kenilworth, 30m; prior 
of St. Swithin, 900m ; prior of Worcester, 30m ; abbot of St. Edmunds, 
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Cistercians and Premonstratensians before the king 
crossed, but the request was refused," In October, the 
former were again asked to contribute and again refused; 
then the king asked for their wool for a jear. This tbcy 
refused on the ground that such a contribution needed the 
consent of the order."' The clergy in Ireland were asked 
to contribute with the promise that the grant should not 
form a precedent. What answer was given is not known.'* 
The several devices employed to raise money increased 
the revenue of the year. The Pells Issue Rolls for 1242 
record £38,606 10s l%d, to which, according to Ramsay, 
should be added the average amount received directly at 
the king's wardrobe, about £7,000, and so ve get a total 
income for the year of about £45,000 (67,500 marks)." 
From March, 1242, till September, 1248, the king gave 
orders covering over £30,000 from England, all of which 
was spent either in Gascony or in preparation for the 
e sped it ion.'" While abroad, he borrowed about £10,000.°' 

lOOm; abbot of Abingdon, lOOm; bishop of St. Davids, 40m: prior 
of Lewes, SOm (Caf. Pat. Rotlt, I, BT9-398); these suras were all 
received between March 38 acid May 90, 1948. See also, Clou Roll*. 
IV, 417-431, 430. 431; Vincent, p. 60; Thtok., p. ISSj Wig,, p. 433. 

B«CnI. Pal. RolU, 1, aT9, 980; Cloft BolU, IV, 430. 

"Cat. Pal. BolU, I, 330, 336; Matthew Paris, IV, 234-335. 

"CaJ. Pat. llolU, I, 378; Cline RolU. IV, *0T. 

M R. J. Whitwell in B. H. R., XVIII, 710; Ramsay, Davm of tht 
Comt., pp. 3S4-395. 

I" Orders were issued to pay the following sitms; S.DOOm on 
March 7r3,005m 9s 6\^, April 19; 10,000m out of the exchequer of 
the Jews on the same date; 991m, April 25, The following sums 
were aclcnowledged as received in Gascony from England: S,500m, 
July 27- 53*im 7s 9d, October ITS 10,000m; January S, 1943; IS.OOOro,' 
April ISi 2,000m, July 8j 6,000m, August 30. This gives a total of 
fi4,142m 3s lid or over £38,000 (CaJ. Pat. RolU. 1. 974, 281, B^, 313, 
339, 355, 379, 384, 394). We cannot be certain that the sums ordered 
out of the exchequer were actually paid, but tliey do not appear 
excessive unless one talies exception to the 10,000 marks of the Jews. 
As to that, it must be remembered that a tallsge of 90,000 marks 
had been levied on them in 1911 and that this sum must have eoiue 
In part Into the exchequer. 
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Some of the loans were repaid out of moneys received 
in Gascony from the English treasury, but some were to 
be paid at the exchequer in England. The cost of the 
expedition therefore will probably approach £40,000 
(60,000 marks)." 



The Scottish Camfai&n, 12441 



On May 13, the host was summoned to meet on Au^st 
. at Newcastle-on-Tyne for a campaign against Scot- 



I 

^^H •! Ibid., 31S-406. Part of this money Is given in jwunds and shUl- 
^^^1 bga of Bordeaux which I have reduced to English money at the rate 
^^Blif 3 li. (=<iOs) to Im sterling, hut the ratio fluctuated (ibid., 366, 

^^H *> With this account of the scutage, compare Stubbs, Contt. Hitt. 
^^H n (Srd ed.), 61: "Henry wished to raise as his father had done, a 
^^P Mutage by «a,y of fine from the barons who had left him alone 
in Gascony, besides that which he received, twenty shillings on 
the fee, from those who had stayed at home." Stubbs bases this 
on Matthew Paria, IV, 927, 9S3. But tlie chronicler does not refer 
to the levy of a M-utage of twenty shillings as a fine on those who 
had left the king in Gascony. He says that Henry III wished to 
confiscate the lands of those who had left him as if they were traitors, 
but that the archbishop of York did not do so (IV, S30-931). The 
reference on p. ^T speaks of s scutage of 90s which "per totatn 
Angliam" the king "fecit extorqueri"; that on p. 933 is as follows: 
"Pnter scutagium quod extorscrat rex Anglic, omnia Jam con- 
sumpserat inutiliter que in bonis hahuit et eguit. ITliis is the title 
of the chapter.] Ipso quoque tempore, rex a Pictavensihus et Was- 
conenslbus undique delusus, immo potius defraudatus, in tantam 
paupertatem et ignominiam detapsus est. quod scutagio extorto et 
omnibus thesauris et donatlvis el collatis Inutiliter consumptis, necnon 
cxtorsionibus, tallagiis, et aliis collecUs e^cogltatis, post araissionem 
terrarum suarum et honorum in Piclavia, jam in Wasconia acre 
alieno graviter est obllgatus, licet {» dido trataffio, non sine multo 
gravamine Anglorum, pro scuto viginti solidos extorseril." It Is 
clear that we have here not a reference to another scutnge, but a 
commentary on the royal exactions of the year. Such a statement 
Is natural as this chapter comes at the rnd of tiie historr of ISU. 
All the other references speak of only one scutage of 409 (#.J. 
Dunit.. p. 160; Cont. Ftor. Wiff., II, ITflj Wyke», p. 91) Pipe Roll, 



L 



; Henry III). 



i 



STUDIES IN TjVXATION 

land.** The army assembled, but there was no fighting. 
A treaty was made; Henry's daughter, Margaret, was 
betrothed to Alexander's son. No scutage was taken, but 
some tenants fined for their service before the host 
gathered.'* These fines were fixed by an agreement 
between the king and the tenant in chief, and the rear- 
vassal was not responsible for their payment. Legally 
the latter could not be forced to help his lord discharge 
this debt if he were unwilling. But there was a method 
by which the sub-tenant could probably be compelled to 
help pay the fine, or, if he were very stubborn, to render 
more than an equivalent. He could be legally distrained 
by the sheriff to perform his military service for his lord, 
and in this way, the king could practically enforce the 
payment of the fine by the sub-tenant.*' The situation 
here involved indicates the unwillingness with which rear- 
vassals performed their service." 

•« Vincent, tone. Lay Svbtidiei, p. 77, quoting the Qose Roll, 8S 
Henr; III; Paris, IV, 3T9-380, 885; Lan4TeoH, p. SI; Duiut., p. IHt 
WiM., p. 80; Wat., p. 333; Lord^ Rtport on Ifit Digiult/ of a Ptn, 
voL III, App. I, p. 9. 

>• Two laymen esf^h paid a fine of Im to be exempt from service 
"aalvo re^ scutagio si scutagium debeat dari"; the abbots of Wlncb- 
comb and Holme lined in 10m and iOtn respectively besides scutage 
if it were glcen; the abbot of Abingdon fined in £40 "ita quod Bi 
scutagium asscssum fuerit pro exercitu illo Idem abbas habebit 
Bcutagium suum et accrescet finis suus usque nd \x Ubras" (Fine 
HoU, no, 41, part 1, m. 4>. The archbishop of Canterbury made an 
aid {Cai. Pat. BolU. 1, 433). 

" The bishop of Lineoln fined in eOm in addition to his st^utage, 
if scutage should be levied, and the sheriff of Northamptonshire waa 
ordered "quod milites Ipsius episcopi qui prefato fine ossentire vd 
portiooem Ipsos de prefsto fine contingentem solvere noluerint dia- 
trlngst ad vcniendum in predictum cxereitum, atlocato predicts 
episcopo In prefato fine servitio predictorum militum qui in predictum 
exercjtum venerinf (Fine Roll, above). 

•" Cf. the case of the knights of the abbot of St. Albans in this 
campaign (Matthew Paris, VI, 437, 439). 
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The Aid of 12*5" 

Early in May, 1244, a meeting of the great council 
(prelates, earls, and barons)*" was held at Westminster. 
The king asked for an aid to pay debts incurred in Gas- 
cony. The magnates withdrew to delibcnitf; a committee 
of twelve representatives (four «ach from the bishops, 
the earls, and the barons) was appointed to draw up a 
common reply. They asked for the appointment of a 
justiciar and a chancellor. As the king declined to agree 
to this the council was prorogued till February 28, 1245. 
If by that time Henry IH had reformed his government, 
the magnates declared that they would consider making 
an aid, but that it must be spent by the advice of the 
committee of twelve." On September 9, another council 
of the prelates and barons was held at Windsor. The lay 
magnates refused to do anything before February, The 
prelates were presented with a papal letter which urged 
them to grant the king an aid. After a discussion lasting 
seven days, they too declined to accede to the king's 
TequcBt," On February 28, 1245, the great council mct^' 

•I In this account of the councils of t944 and \3iS. the statement 
j^ven by Plehn, Dtr Polititche Charakter oon Malheut Paritietuit 
(pp. 19t-196) has been followed. 

<B "convenerant regia submonilfone canvoeati Londoniis magnates 
totius regni, archlepiscopi, episcopi, abbates, priores. comlten et 
bnrones" (Matthew Paris, IV, 363). Matthew Paris docs not date 
this couneil. It met before the summons to the Scottish campaign 
WHS issued (May 13). That suuunons was sent out "de communl 

IconsiUo rcgni nostrl"; probably the decision to attack the Scots was 
taken in the same council in which the aid was asked (or. The 
Statement of Matthew Paris that the king asked for an aid to pay 
his debts incurred In Gascony. "sub silentio pneteriens propositum 
suum de rege ScotiK potentcr expugnando," does not contradict this 
conclusion. That description ajiplies to the king's speech at the 
opening of the council. 
•"Matthew Paris, IV, 3e^-363. 
loDtinil.. p. Ifi*! IPoc, p. 339; Matthew Paris, IV, 363-368; the 
king was at Windsor at this Ume (Cal. Pat. RolU. I, i35). Matthew 
Paris speaks of a meeting of the magnates on November 3 in whidi 
»1 
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and after long discussian agreed to grant an aid of twenty 
shillmgs on the fee to marry the king's eldest daughter, 
half to be paid at Easter and half at Michaelmas." The 
king promised to observe the charters. He was reminded 
of the numerous taxes which he had received, and a scheme 
for the reform of the goTernnient was presented to him 
which however was not put in force." 

In form this grant of twenty shillings was one of the 
feudal atdj. It was not the kind of a grant which the 
king desired, but the council would agree to nothing else,'* 
and their determination in this particular is a further 
illustration of the united attitude of the tenants in chief. 
The barons could not refuse the aid, but they apparently 
could limit the rate to twenty shillings. They also had 
another grievance to remedy, the number of fees on which 
the aid should be paid. In 1235 and 1242. the king tried 
to have all land held by military service contribute, an 
effort which had been strongly opposed by the tenants 
in the latter year.'' Probably to prevent a recurrence 
of such attempts the barons in 12i5 provided that they 

they re/uscd the king an aid (IV, 395). Plehn rejects this and 
thinks that it lias been confused with the meeting of September 9. 
Hl« argument does not seem condusiTe. 

" "magnatibus cum pnelatis." 

T> Matthew Paris, IV, 373-373; Dantt., p. 167, giving only the fact 
of the grant. "Pro visum est per eommuae consilium magnatum 
Anglls" (Madox, I, 593, n. /)i Bed Book, III, 1064. 

"Matthew Paris, IV, 366-368, 373. 

I* "cum nullo modo ad aliam fortnuro possent flecti." As the 
princess was yet a child, the aid would not ordinarily be taken at 
this time. Its payment was e sort of compromise. The magnates 
paid an aid, but only one to which the king had a legal right. For 
the law as enforced at this time did not Insist that the aid to marry 
tlie lord's daughter should be tttk^n at the time of the marriage. 
In 1951, the earl of Gloucester collected an aid to marry his daughter 
although she was not yet betrothedi "Ricardus de Clare comes 
GloucestriK exeglt a suls auxilium ad flliam suam maritandeun, (juatn 
necdum scivit cui" (Theok., p. IV}). 

» See above, pp. 311, 233. 

MS 
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should pay the aid on the number of fees for which they 
customarily responded," not on the total number of feea 
on their lands.'^ No special officials were appointed to 
collect the tax. The levy fell ultimately on the rear- 
vassals." Distraint was employed to enforce payment." 
The greater part of the aid was entered in the Pipe Roll 
of 12+5. The total amount charged was £6,001 15s Od, 
of which sum £2,4-80 9s id were paid in 1243-1247.*" An 

'■Thai is, on the servitium debitum or the old enfeoffment, u 
the case might be. 

" The fact that the barona stipulated that the king should not trf 
to collect the aid on all land held by military service U suggested by 
a writ on the Memoranda EoU which states that the mHguatcs pro- 
vided that the aid was to be paid on all the fees which tliey held of 
the kjng in chief and from which they owed military service: "Quls 
provisum est per commune consilium magnatum Angliee, quod ipsl 
reddant regi de singulis feodis milltum qu« de rege tenent in capite 
et de quibus debent servicium militare. xx soL ad primugenltam 
flliam regis maritandam" (Madoic, I, 593, n. f). That this descrip- 
tion was restrictive as stated above is shown by the fact that in the 
account of the sId in the Pipe RoU, tenants paid on the number of 
fees for which they liad long been accustomed to account. The new 
enfeoffment was not paid for unless the .tervltium debitum exceeded 
the totfti enfeoffment or unless the honor was In hand, »,g, the 
bishopric of Chichester (Pipe Roll, S9 Henry III, Sussex). How- 
ever the extra enfeoffmentH might l>e entered in the rolL If one 
examines the writs of collection of 1335 and 1243 (Ctoit BolU, HI, 
196, 189j IV, 488), it will be found that the clause restricUng pay- 
ment to those fees from which the barons owe military service Is not 
Introduced in those years. 

'9 Orders to the custodians of the bishopric of Chester and of 
William de Percy and the earl of Devon to collect the aid from th« 
rear-vossals ; pardon of the aid to one nf the tenants of the earl of 
Oxford (Bot. Orig., 1, Sb, Sag Madox, I. 503, d. /). 

" Madox, I, 67a, n. *. 

■0 The account is as follows: 

£ s d 

Clerical tenants TOB 9 

One hundred and seventy-one lay tenants (each 5 or 

more fees) 4T63 8 » 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 fees, etc.) . S30 4 3 

Total 8001 15 

Paid, 19Ur 1S46 S480 9 4 
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aid was also taken from the abbots and priors who did not 
hold by military service, and was collected in each county 
by the sheriff and a clerk of the king.'* It amounted in 
twenty-three counties to £580 13s 4d.'' 

The Scutage of Gannoc, 12*6 

In the fall and winter of 1244-1245, the Welsh invaded 
English territory. A force of mercenaries was sent 
against them without success." The king celebrated the 
feast of Pentecost (June 4, 1245) at Westminster with 
the magnates and it was then determined to summon the 
host for an invasion of Wales. The campaign was carried 
on under the personal direction of Henry III from August 
29 till October 28, about two months." The army was 
composed of tenants, both great and small, either per- 
forming their service, or providing their due contingents 
of knights. A tenant however did not have to furnish 

The Dumber of great liiy tenants. ITI, includes T tenants on the 
honor of Boulogne, 4 on Lancaster, and 1 on Peverel. Of the sum 
charged against the lesser lay tenants, £157 were charged against 
tenants on the honors of Boulogne, Lancaster, and PevereL This 
roll therefore gives a total of about 6.000 tees in the kingdom. Mr. 
Round has made the total number of clerii-o] fees in England TB4; if 
we add 76 fees of the clergy whieh have been omitted this fear, 
and 230 fees of the county of Cornwall, about 100 fees of the honor 
of Wallingford, and 127 fees of the honor of Brittany, we gel ovet 
6,300 fees. If wc make some deduction for scattered fees of great 
baronies which have been entered twice, we still get a total of prob- 
ably 6.500 fees. 

"Oal. Pat. RolU, 1, 163; Dvntt., p. I67j Wig., p, 436; Madox, I, 
£95, n. q; 596. n. r, «; Pipe Roll, 99 Henry III, paitim. 

"Pipe RoU, B9 Henry 111. 

ea Matthew Paris, IV, 3S5, 3BS ("trecentis commilltonlbus stlpen- 
diarlla"), 40T, 409. 

**Ibid., p. 433) a sort of preparatory summons was sent out on 
June 7, to be followed by a later one flxing the date for the host to 
assemble (Close Rolls, No. 58, m. 8 d). The king was at Chester 
August 17, in Wales, August 99, where he remained till October 99 
(Cat. Pat. RolU, I, 459-465 ; Matthew Paris. IV, 481, 466, 18T) ; .^nn, 
Comftr., p. 86j Brut., p. 331i Dunit., p. 168. 
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his full quota of men." This had been a customary 
practice for a long time. But already a further step was 
being taken; this incomplete service was now coming to be 
regarded as all that could legally be demanded from the 
holding. There is a roll of the service which tenants had 
performed in Wales in 124S. It states the number of 
knights or sergeants furnished by each tenant and in 
addition the number which he recognized that he owed. 

■■ The Scutage Roll sometimes gIbIcs how many knights or sergvants 
were provided by the tenant. From the examples given below it 
will be seen that Icsaer tenants were compelled to give servlm and 
that for the greater tenants probably only service in part was the 
rule. The number of (ees assigned to racb tenant Is taken from the 
Pipe Rolls of ms and I2i6. 

KniithU 



Hugo Fltz Ralph 






Ralph de Gaugy 






Roger Beriram 






Nicholas de Bfisaingbum . 


1 serg. 




Ralph de Cameys . 




m 


Ralph de Haya 


1 serg. 




Henry de Merk 


Bserg. 




Roger de Albemarle 


1 serg. 




Roger Fiti Ralph . 






WlUiam de Hastings 




iH 


Roger de Muschamps 






Joanna de Neville . 




9H 


Ralph Ridel . 


I serg. 


W 


John de Pabeham . 


I serg. 


w 


■Rkhard Luvel 




18 


(Saher) de WahuU . 




30 



(Scutage Rolls, no. 7). The entry in cad> case is "qui habult x 
miUtes" etc. I am not certain that I have the whole number of fees 
held by each man, hut each held at least as many as are given above. 
Mercenaries were also employed; 3,000 footmen came from Ireland 
who received 2d a day (Cal. Pal. Rolls, I, 458, Ml). Service in the 
army was not limited to M daysi "Quia Stephanus Lungesp' est in 
cxpediclone cuercitus WaUiie et quamdiu ibidem erit ignoratur" etc. 
{Close Rolls, no. 58. m. i d). If the rear-vassal refused to obey the 
summons of his lord, the sheriff distrained him; the vassals of the 
abbot of Abingdon were thus distrained {ibid., m. 3, S]. 
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In the case of the greater tenants, both the service done 
and the service recognized were sometimes smaller than 
the old servitium debitum. Sometimes the old service was 
recognized, though it was not performed. Sometimes a 
tenant performed de gratia more than he recognized.** 

Immediately after the resolution to make war had been 
taken, the king set about providing the money. During 
the month of June, the Italian merchants in England were 
summoned to appear at Westminster at the end of the 
month to grant either an aid or a loan of 6,000 marks 
or less. Failing a satisfactory reply, they were to be 
expelled the kingdom.'^ The Jews owed the treasury 
4,000 marks, due on September 29. After the campaign 
began, the king ordered that if thoy failed to pay, some of 
the wealthiest should be seized and sent to him in Wales, 
whence he would send them to Ireland to be kept 
prison."' Money was borrowed from the earl of Coi 
wall.*' All this shows the poverty of the exchequer. 

For this campaign, a scutage at three marks per 
was taken, levied while the host was in Wales.'" 
appears in the Pipe Roll of ISIG. This was not an aid, 
but was paid by those who had not performed their ser- 
vice. Some tenants seem to have fined in addition to 
paying scutage,"' Tenants who served were allowed to 
collect scutage from their men, even when service in part 
only was performed." Distraint was used to compel rear- 
vassals to pay scutage to their lords and to enforce the 
payment of the tax at the exchequer. The collection 
might be long delayed."' The total amount charged 
£8,903 6s 8d, of which iE756 16s lid was paid in 12' 
and 1247." 



les, 



M "Serviciutn factuni iSomJno H. regi AngUc in Wallia 
sui vioesimo nono." The entries which contain notices of the service 
which the tenants recognised nin ea follows; "Johannes de Curteney 
le tercio — non pliu recognovit"; "Robertus de S. JohBime se quinto 
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resldnum fsdt de 


gratia." The following are flomc cases 








Old 


KniBhti 


erriM 




«rri- 


fur- 








niabcd 




Bishop of Bath . 


ao 


9 


9 


PhiUp de Columblera . 


10 


1 1 knight 
1 9 serg. 


3 


Abbess of St. Edwards . 


7 


1 3 knights 

i 9 8erg. 




Robert de Novo Burgo . 


IS 


3 


19 


AlbredB des Botereb . 


a 


a serg. 
)9kni^ts 


1 




33 


1 6 serg. 


S 


Abbot of Abingdon 


30 


4 


30 


Saher de Wahull . 


30 


a 


9 


Abbot of Peterborough . 


eo 


\ 1 knight 
1 8 f-erg. 


60 


'^M Rnlph Basset 


l& 


9 


U 


^m WUliam Ftlz Hamon 


IS 


9 


la , 


^B Earl of Winchester 


60 


10 


33^ "et residuum 
de gratia." 




on) 9a 


3 


3 


^H Robert de St. John 


S5 


5 


fadt de gratia." 


^M Hu^ Fiti Ralph . 


3 


1 


3 


^H Joanna de Nevlll 




e 


3 Berg. 


1 


^H Godfrey dc Alno 




I 


3 serg. 


1 


^H Robert Belet 




1 


3 serg. 


1 


^H Walter de PaviUy 




1 


9 serg. 


1 


^^1 Heniy Hose 




9 


1 


1. 


^B William Maudut 




1 


9 


1 


^" Roger de St. John 


1 


1 


1 


William de Hampton . 


1 


Iscrg. 


H 




I 


1 serg. 


1 


Gilbert de Bolebec 


1 


1 


1 


^m Peter de Sabaudia (Honor R, 


ch- 






1 "-' ■ ■ ■ 


I« 


13 


f acit de gratia." 


^H (Chan 




^1 The old service in the case o 


f mo«t of the greate 


r tenants has been 1 


^H taken from the reign of He 


nry II, but In the case of the smaUer | 


^^B tenants, 1 have given the Dm 


nber of fees for which they account In | 


^H the Pipe Roll of the soutage 


of GannM 


. 13M. 


I 


^H The legal reduction of th 


old service at this 


time Is also Ulus- 1 


^M trated by the grant of the 


honor of 
947 


Ridunond. 

J 


Tliat honor con- 1 
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talned 140 tees. In 1^41, it was franted to Peter de Sabandis (CaL 
Fat. Rail*. I, ^H) ; the service which he was to perform for it was 
that of only live kni^ls: "ex eonressione vestra (i.e. regis) hactenus 
tenul honorem RicbemimdiK a vohig pro BCtvitio quinque tuilitum" 
(Shirle;, II, 911)}. See also above, p. ^I, note 906. 

»' Close Rolls, no. 58, m. 7. 8. 

" Ibid., m. 3. 

«°3,000ni (>6iU, m. 3); of this sum, l.TSOm were a loan and 330m 
were the earl's fee (Coi. Pat. Roll*, I, 4S6, 459); 3.000ni "sub pignore 
Jocslium regis" (Matthew Paris, IV, 48T); probablj- tliU is the same 
loan OS that mentioned in the Patent Roll, as both are secured in the 
same way. See Cat. Fat. Roll*, I, 458, for another loan; £397 10$ 6d 
of the treasure of Ireland were paid at Gannoc (ibid., 361); Septem- 
ber 14, the king asked the officials of the exchequer to forward hjm 
3,(>0am at once, or at least a.OOOni (Close Rolls, no, AS, m. 9). 

so "Scutagium exereitus doTnini regis de Gannok concessum apud 
Gannok" {Scutage Rolls, no, T, m. 1). 

"The bishop of Winchester was charged with scutage and also 
with a fine of 100m (Pipe Roll, 30 IIenr>- HI, Hants, m. 13 d). 

»i Scutage Rolls, no. 7. The men who furnished only part of their 
nominal service were grunted all their scutage in the Scutage RoU. 

fiMadox, 1, 678, n. g, 40 Henry III; n. f, 38 Henry HI; distraint 
of the tenants of Nigel de AmundevilF (Exch. K. R, Mem. Roll, 38 
Henry III, m. 11); distraint on the lands of Ralph Mnsard to pay 
scutage to the exchequer {ibid., m. 25 d); distraint of tenants of 
Roger de Luvetot to pay him his scutage (Exch. L. T. R. Mem, Roll, 
39 Henry III, m. 10) which he owed at the exchequer (Pipe Roll, 
39 Henry III, Cant, and Hunt,). ^Vhen the orders to collect the 
scutage were originally issued, the sheriff was to lake nothing from 
the lands of those who had writs of scutage: "Quia alias mandatura 
est viceeomiti quod de singulis feodls milituin que de rege tenentur 
in capite in comitatu suo levaret xl sol. de sculagio de Gannok 
prspterquam de feodis illorum qui ei detulerunt brevia regis de 
scutagio suo hahendo" (Exch, K, R. Mem. Roll, 36 Henry HI, m. 
IT d). Thus there was not a general collection from the rear- 

"The account follows: 



Clerical tenants 380 

FIftj-nine lay tenants (each S or more fees) . 9909 3 10 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than b feea, etc.) 614 1 10 

Total 3903 S B 

Paid, 1946. \iil 756 IS 11 

Fees taxed, less than 2,000. 

Of the sum charged against lay tenants, each fewer than S fees, etc, 
MB 
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In 1245, a tallage was assessed on the royal demesne. 
Towns and cities fined for it. The levy was made by the 
sheriffs and other royal officials, assigned to this work." 
An incomplete account (twenty-three counties) gives 
6,646 marks charged,*" In 1247, the king received a loan 
of 10,000 marks from the earl of Cornwall." In July, 
1248, after the great council had refused him an aid, 
Henry III sold his plate and jewels to the Londoners to 
raise money."' At the close of this year and in 1249, as 
he was still unable to get a grant from the council, he 
Bsked contributions from individual barons and clergy, 
claiming that he owed 80,000 marks." He obtained some 
from religious houses. St. Albans paid sixty marks and 
promised sixty marks more in 1230; Dunstable paid ten 
marks;. the priory of Worcester, fifteen marks,""* Simon 
Fusselew was sent into Essex and Hertfordshire with 
orders to cooperate with the sheriff to collect an aid from 
religious houses."" A tallage was levied, amounting in 

£S(M were charged on tenants on the honors of Boulogne. Lancaster, 
and Peverel, leaving about £400 on tenants In chief, or 300 fees. 

'tin North unitierl and, it was assessed by the sheriffs of NorthuiD' 
berland and Cumberland (Cat. Pat. Rotlt. I, SOi): in Chester, by the 
Justice of Chester and Henry de Wenghnm, a royal justice (tfcW., 
4fiT) ; in Yorkshire, by Richard de Tatesden and John Guubaud, a 
royal justice (Pipe RoU, 30 Henry HI, York; Clou BolU. IV, S«). 

•• This includes London, 8,000m. These entries are from the Pipe 
Rolls of X3M, 1346, 1847. There are references to this tallage In 
Medox, 1, 707, 709, 710, 711, 735, 743, 755; II, 116, n. x; Maitland, 
Manorial Courtt, pp. 10-14. Hie reference In Madox, I, 739, n. e, to a 
tallage on London per capita and by wards, taken from the roll of 
31 Henry III, refers to the tallage of 1396. 

"Cat. Pat. Roll*. I, 505. He also borrowed £350 from Florentine 
merchants (ibid., II, l)j in January, 1S4S, he was loaned l,0ODm by 
Siennese merchants and 500m by the Hospitallers (Pells Receipt 
Rolls, No. 194). 

»» Matthew Paris, V, 80-83. 

" 76id.. pp. aO-53. 

^"oibid., p. 53; D*mt., p. 179; Wig., p. 439, Some houses refused. 

101 Matthew Paris, V, 53; Col. Fat. RolU. II, 34. In the Pipe 

Stt 
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thirty counties to about 6,000 marks."" In this year also, 
Henry III borrowed from Italiftu merchants to pay the 
pope's tribute,"" In 1250, the pope is said to have 
granted the king a twenty-third of the goods of all the 
clergy, but little was realized from this because some of 
the bishops opposed it.'"* This year, the king is said to 
have reduced the expenses of his court and at Christmas 
to have made none of the customary presents to his 
familiars.""' On December 26, 1251, the marriage was 
celebrated between Margaret, Henry Ill's daughter, and 
the king of Scotland; the English king promised to pay 
5,000 marks as a dowry within the next four years."' 
To raise this sum, a tallage was levied. Towns fined for 



Roll of 1319, there are given in 11 counties, 76 bouses which coa- 
tribulcd 370 mttrks; "et de C ct xlvi li. xiiis iilid de abbate de 
Cogcsbal' et alils diversis abbatibus de ordlne Cyscestrenn' . . . et de 
MCC Ixjii m et dim. de prlvatis donls quorundam nbbatum et 
prionim . . . et de M d c Ixxvi li, ivs iiid de donis divcrsorum" 
(from a Wardrobe Account, 29-38 Henry 111, Pipe Roll, 35 Henry 



111,1 



.7). 



>: Devon, Lincoln, Emcx and Hertford, and Sussex are the 
missing counties. London paid £1,1)00. In the counties of Notts, 
and Derby, Cumberland, Vork, Lancaster, Northumberland, and 
Worcester, the assessment was made by tbe sheriff and Thomas de 
Stanford and William de Axemuth. In May, 1248, Thomas was tbe 
king's escheator in all these counties except Worcestershire (Cal. 
Pal. RoiU, II. 16} i William is spoken of as a king's clerk in 1248 
and as a judge in 1949 {ibid., pp. 94, 34, 11, S3). In Stafford, Dorset 
and Somerset, Salop and Gloucester the assessment was made by 
the sheriff and Henry dc Wengham, later, chancellor, an escheator 
{ibid., U, 11, 72); in Northampton, by William de Axemuth, Fulk 
de Orreby, escheator of Chester {ibid., 40, 41), and J. de Grey, justice 
of Chester {ibid., 45); in Surrey by the sheriff and Simon Passelew, 
a king's clerk. The tallage is mentioned in Madox, II, 915. n. y; 
Lane. Record. Boc, XLVIII, 1T6. The Jews were taUaged this year 
In SOOra of silver and SOtn of gold {Cal. Pat. Boll; 11, 46; Matthew 
Paris, V, 114, 138). 

1" Cal. Pat. Boll). II, 41, *a. 

1" Thtok., p. 139. 

"1 Matthew Paris, V, 114, 199. 
M Cal. Pol. Boll*, II, 121. 
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it as usual. The total amount recorded as levied is 
7,100m 10s 6d of silver and 20m of gold.'""^ It was 
assessed by the sheriff and other royal officials/^ 

107 The account is taken from the Pipe Rolls of 1959, 1953 and 1954. 
Only Devon, Sussex, and Cornwall are omitted, so that we have 
practically a complete account as far as the Pipe Rolls record it. 
London paid 1,000m of silver and 90m of gold (Close Rolls, 89 
Henry III, m. 90 d) ; Matthew Paris, V, 333, mentions only the 90m 
gold. 

108 In London, it was assessed by John Mansell, •'chancellor of 
London, ... the king's secretary^ (Cal Pat. BolU, II, 930), William 
de Haverhull, the treasurer, and Edward de Westmonasterio^ a 
clerk of the exchequer (ibid,, II, 149); in Dorset and Somerset, by 
the sheriff and William de Axemuth, a Justice (Pipe Roll, 37 Henry 
III, Dors, and Somers.); in Cant, and Hunt., by Richard de Sire- 
bume and Richard Rus, clerks of the exchequer (Cdl, Pat. BoU», 
II, 918, 977). Other notices of this tallage: Thsok., p. 145; Cal. Pa$. 
Bolli, II, 139; E»e$rpta, II, 19S, 145; Madox, I, 759, n. g. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

The Taxes in Detail from 1253 to 1258 



npHE taxes in this period consisted of an aid to knight 
-*■ the king's son, a scutage, the tenths on the clergy, 
a tallage and an aid on the towns, and a donum from 
religious houses. The tenants in chief continued to refuse 
to grant a gracious aid on their military fees, and the 
king did not try to collect it without their consent. It 
is likely that the aid to knight the king's son was taken 
after the failure to obtain a gracious aid from the great 
council for the expenses of the campaign in Gascony. 
The two expeditions of the period (one to Gascony in 
18B3 and one to Wales in 1257) were both properly occa- 
sions for scutage. None was taken in 1253, doubtless on 
account of the aid of that year. Both expeditions were 
accompanied by fines; in both, tenants served with only 
part of their contingents. Though the barons thus had 
to perform service overseas, they were disposed to set 
limits to it. They objected to fighting against the king 
of Castile, and Henry 111 promised that such service 
should not be considered a precedent. 

The refusal of gracious aids on military fees was one 
important feature of this period; the taxation of the 
clergy was the other. That Henry III should succeed 
in taxing a class which apparently had successfully 
resisted John is sufficiently striking, the more so that he 
did it at a time when the opposition to his extraordinary 
levies had so greatly increased. The reasons for the 
king's success lie in the support which he received from 
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the pope and in the attitude of neutrality adopted by the 
lay tenants in chief. The historical preparation for this 
taxation is to be found not in the sixteenth of 1226 or 
in the dona which Henry IH levied on religious bodies, 
but in the repeated taxes on church property which the 
pope had levied. The levy of the tenths caused great 
opposition. The king was unable to collect them till the 
clergy had given their consent. The method of assess- 
ment was by a jury which was composed of the clergy. 
The whole work of assessment was in the hands of the 
clergy, not of lay officials. Even the disbursement seems 
to have been controlled by the papal nominee, Rostand. 
The sums received were spent not in England, but in 
furthering the war in Sicily. The opposition of the 
clergy was so strong that the tenth for the last two years 
was compounded for in a lump sum. Finally, it will be 
observed that the tenths were much heavier than the papal 
taxes which had immediately preceded them, and this 
increase was no doubt one of the causes of complaint. 



The Taxation op 1253 

On October 13, 1252, the prelates and lay tenants in 
chief met by special summons at Westminster. The king 
proposed to lead an expedition at this time to Gascony, 
but it was postponed on account of the opposition of the 
magnates.' Henry III asked the clergy for the tenth 
of ecclesiastical revenues which the pope had granted him, 
but they refused. His request to the laity to grant him 
an aid for the crusade met with the response that they 

1 Matthew Paris, V, 33*, 3a*-33Ti Burfon, p. 305; Bemont, Simon 
d« Montfort, p. STB, riting a writ from the Close Roll of August 6, 
1253, summoning tenants to We6tmineter on October 13, ready to 
cross with him; men of the coast towns were to have ships at Ports- 
mouth OD October 6 ad trantfrttaadiim nobucum in Vaiconiam, 
Close Rolls, No. 65. m. T dj Lorda' Beporl on the Dignilp of a P««r, 
111, App. I, p. 11. 
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would do Dothing without the clergy. The whole matter 
was finally postponed to a meeting of the great council 
which was to be held in the spring of 1253.' On April 27, 
1258, the council met; the prelates granted the tenth and 
all the tenants in chief agreed to pay an aid of three 
marks on the fee for the knighting of Edward, half to be 
paid at Michaelmas, 1253, and half at Easter, 126*. In 
return the great charter was confirmed." The prince was 
knighted in 1254, but the aid on military tenants, though 
nominally levied for tliis purpose, seems really to have 
been taken to defray the expenses of the campaign in 
Gascony.' The king was unable however to obtain the 
kind of grant that he wished and had to resort to one of 
the regular aids. 

After the meeting, tlie host was summoned to meet at 
Portsmouth at the end of June.' The departure of the 
fleet was delayed till August 6, on account of adverse 
winds, according to Matthew Paris, but there seems to 
have been some opposition to the expedition among the 
barons.' Thus the king expected his tenants in chief to 

z Matthew Paris, above; Bwrfon, above, 

»A special suramona to the council was Issued: "lota edlcto regio 
convocata AngliE nobilitos" (Matthew Paris, V, 3T3). Those present 
were "ciuD comitibus et baronibus quamplurimis archleplscopus 
Catituariensls B., episcopi Anglic fere omnes" (ibid.) ; "episcopls, 
comitlbus, baronibus, inUitibiia, abbatibus, prioribus" (DuimI., p. 
188) ; Matthew PorU, VI, 950; Close Rolls, no. 66, m. 11. 

* "convocavit res magnates suos pro succursu habendo ad terrain 
Wasconir recuperandum. . . . Et tunc petiit auxilium" {DuTUt., 

° The barons of the Cinque Ports were ordered to have their ships 
at Portsmouth on June 92 to transport the host (Close Rolls, no. 66, 
m. 13 d); Cat. Pal. Bollt, II, 930; Matthew Paris, V, 3B1. 

•Matthew Paris, V, 383; Dvntt., abovei TAeofc., p. 1S3; Cat. Fat. 
RolU, II, 336; "quia plurea tenentes de nobis in capite . . . sepliu 
a nobis requisiti ut nobiscum trans fretarcnt in Vosconiam . . . man- 
data nostra contempnentes nobis super boc respondere . . . tibi dis- 
tricte preclpimuB . . . quod ipsos contemptores distringas ad venlen- 
dum . . . coram consilio nostro" (Close Rolls, no. 66, m. 4 d). 
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lerfonn service in Gascony and was able to compel them 

1 serve/ Some were distrained ; some fined to be allowed 

to remain at home; some were excused because they were 

on the Welsh frontier and were to assist in keeping order 

there.' It was not necessary for the tenant to furnish hia 

whole quota of knights. Service in part was considered 

to be the equivalent of full service.' In addition to the 

fines from military tenants, the king, as usual, collected 

contributions from religious houses, some of which did not 

hold by military service. The prior of Tewkesbury paid 

r- 30 marks ; the prior of Dunstable, £10 ; the prior of 

■Worcester, 40 marks ; the abbot of St. Albans, 70 marks ; 

' T Over 300 writs of protection were issued lo men accompanying 
the king (CaL Pal. Rolti, II, 331, 935}. 

■William de Beauchamp, a -i- fees, fined in £100 for his passage 
(Close Rolls, No, 66, m. 9) ; Roger dc Huntingfleld fined in 60 mark^, 
but afterward sent one knigitt instead (Madoi, I, 669, n. z); Philip 
de Colombiers (10 fees) fined in 30 marks (Exetrpla, II, 1S6); 
Henry de Tracy (56 fees) "C marcaa de auxilio contra transfreta- 
donem regis in Vosconiam"; Ralph de Vallort £10; Matthew de 

, l^vein (10 fees) 30 marks; Richard de Munflchet (*7 + /ces) 100 
marks; Earl Ferrers (fiSi^ fees) 200 marks (Pipe Roll, 38 Henry 

' III, Devon, Essex and Hertford, Notts, and Derby) ; "quia WiUelmus 
Haudut trans fret at uruH est cum rege in Vaaconism mandatuni est 
ricecomiti Wiltes' quod dlstriccionem quam el facit pro dicta trans- 
fretatione penitus retoxet" (Close Rolls, no. 66, m. 5)j "quia Hugo 
de Bolebec flnem fecit cum rege pro trans fretatlone sua cum rege ia 
Vaaconiam Diandatum est viceeomltl Norhunibr' quod districdonem 
quam facil super eum occosione prsedlctte relaxet" (July 16, ibid., 
m. B d) ; also the cases of William de Ros, Reginald de Mohun, Gilbert 
de Gaunt (ikid., m. 6, m. 6 d, m. S d) t Walter de CUfford and John 
de Monmouth were excused on account -of service in the march of 
Vales (jbitf., m. 6 d). 

• The summons issued August 6, ISSa, called for partial service. 
Warner de Munchonesy was to coine le quinCo; Hugo dc Vivonils, 
M allera (Bfmont, op. eit., p. 279). Thcj- held respectively IV^ fee* 
and 11 -f- fees (half of the fee of WiUiam Male!) (Pipe Roll. 38 
Henry III, Kent, Dors, and Somers.)- E*hlUp de Colombiers served 
«• quarto (Excerpla, 11, 186) ; he held 10 fees. William dc Say was 
summoned u tercio; he held 49 fees. The writ of summons rarely 
states with how many kni^ts the tenant is to come. 
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the prior of Wotton, 10 marks; the abbot of Tavistock, 
£10. Some of these sums were paid before the king set 
out.'" This was not a part of the tenth ; it was a donum 
for the king's crossing," A tallage had recently been 
levied for the marriage of the king's daughter and Henry 
in apparently did not venture to collect another in 1253. 
Instead, he sent out officials to ask the tenants on his 
demesne to contribute an aid to his crossing and to pay 
it before June 22.'° In these ways, money was gathered 
in addition to the aid granted by the great council. No 
scutage was taken for the expedition, though the possi- 
bility of such a levy was considered.'* 

ioTheok., p. tSSj DuTut., p. 106; Wig., p. US; Matthew Paris, VI, 
3£1; Madox, I, 2S8. n. >; Cal. Pal. RolU, II, 336: Pipe RoU, 38 Henr^ 
III, Devon; Wav., p. S4S. The prior of Tewkesbury pnid about 
February 1; the abbot of St. Albans on June 19. 

>■ £.^. "de promisso ad ultimani trans fretationem regis" (Madox. 
above) j "to receive from the said abbots ... a competent aid" 
(Cal. Pat. Rollt, above); several contributions appear in the Pipe 
Roll from religious bodies "de auxilio ad trans fretationem regis in 
Wasconiam"; as not all the payments were made at the exchequer, 
this list la probably not exhaustive. 

i> "To all the tenants of the king's manors in the counties of . . . 
As the king cannot enter upon the business, . . . without the aid of 
them and other his tejiants, he is sending them his clerk ... to 
explain . . . and to require of thetn a competent aid against his said 
crossing" {Cal. Pal. RolU, II, SS9)( "eompetens auxilium de gratia" 
(Qose Rolls, no. 66, m. 11 d)( Cambridge, £20 "in auxllium truts- 
fntatJonis" (Madox, 1, 609, n. g); London. 500 marks "quas regi 
promisenint In subsldium eundi in Vasconiam et pro quibusdam 
Ubertatibus" {ibid., n. h) ; "de auxilio oA passaglum" (Madox, It, 
S40, n. k) ( the Liber de Antiqvi* Lsgibiu (p. 19) mentions this pay* 
ment by London, but says it was for certain liberties, pro ilia carta 
habenda; Madox, I, TIB. n. o; 747, n. m; Rot. Orig., I, lab; in the Pipe 
Roll, there are some cases, t.g. "totum hundredum de Middeltoo' r c 
de C marcis de uuxilio ad trans fretationem regis in Vasconiam" 
(Pipe RoU, 39 Henry 111. Kent, m. 13 d). The accounts of the tal- 
lage in the Pipe Roll of 1353 belong to the tallage of 1S51. 

10 William de Beauchamp fined in £100 tor hia crossing "et rex 
concessit ej quod si ratione trans fretacionis illius scutagium currat 
quod idem Wiltelmus hftbeat sculagium suum sicut etlam celeri msg- 
nates qui cum eo transfretant" (Close Rolls, no. 06, m. 9). 
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The aid to knight the king's san was an aid in the 
technical sense." Though taken at the time of the expe- 
dition to Gascon;, it was not paid in lieu of military aer- 
vice. The earl of Warwick took part in the campaign) 
jet he was liable for the aid on aU his lands." The earl 
Warcnne paid the aid and accompanied the king." Both 
clerical and lay tenants shifted the tax to their vassals.'' 

'•This the account! 



Clerical tenants l^S 19 

One hundred and sixty la; tenants (each Sot more fees) 9,370 IB 
Other lay tenants (each fewer than fi fees, etc.) . 1,0TT li S 

Tola] 11,913 S n 

Paid, 19M and 19S5 5,70* 17 6 

Ten of the ISO greater lay tenants are on honors in hand. Of the 
suu charged against tenants holding fewer than Ave fees each, etc., 
£317 were against fees on honors in hand, leaving not o*-er £760 on 
tenants in diief. The total number of fees charged with the aid In 
the roll is f,9.M. The following number of fees was omitted: clerical 
fees, about 150] the county of Cornwall, £90 fees; the honor of Wal- 
Ungford, 100 fees; and 113 feea of the honor of Brittany (that honor 
had 140 fees). This gives a total number of fees which accounted at 
the exchequer of 6,537. 

» He had a writ of protection for acrompanying the king (Col. 

Pat. RolU, II, 333) ; "oa he ought shortly to pay for all his fees the 

•id due for malting the king's first-born son a knight" (ibid., 11, 393) ; 

Madox, I. 617, n. /; B83. n. w. 

^^^ II Dugdale, The Baronage of England. I, 77b; Philip de Arcy 

^^L accompanied the king (Cal. Pat. Bollt, II, 931), probably in place 

^^^B 0f his father Norman who had been given into his care (ibid., II, 

^H«H). yet the fee of his father {laid the aid (Pipe Roll, 38 Henry HI, 

^^Blinc.)i ef. Roger de Sumery (Cat. Fat. RoSIr, II, 933 and Ex€rrpl<i, 

^Hn. 18T); William Bardolf (Dugdale, 1, 681); Philip MarmJun {Cal. 

^^■Pa(. Koltt, II, 239; Madox, I, 59T, a y, and Michel, R6U* gateon; 

^^r I, 307, no. 9361). Those men who fined to escape service paid both 

the fine and the aidi William de Beauchamp lined In £100 and paid 

his Bid (Oose Rolls, no. 66, m. 9; Pipe RoU. SS Henry III, m. 4 d); 

Henrj' de Trncy fined in 100 marks and paid tlie aid (Pipe Roll, 33 

Henry 111. m. 5 d). 

' For the prelates (Matthew Paris, VI, 950 j Madox, I. 508, n. d; 

fijtid Book, 111, 649). No general order to this effect has been found 

r lay tenants, but the following coses show that such was probably 
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The arrangementa for the collection of the aid are worth 
notice. As this was an aid to knight the king's son, tlie 
tenants in chief could not legally refuse either to grant 
or to pay it. But if they had to pay the tax, they pro- 
posed that the king should collect it strictly according 
to the law. The sheriff could distrain for payment, but 
his distraint was to be done legally.'* He was not to enter 
a holding and distrain the rear-vassals without the con- 
sent of the tenant in chief. Thus clerical tenants had 
arranged with the king to take the aid from their vassals 
who were to be distraintd by the sheriff to pay it, not to 
the exchequer, but to the prelates who would respond." 
In accordance with the provisions of the royal writ, the 
sheriff was further to distrain only the immediate tenant 
of the prelate,'" When he distrained the lay barons to 
pay the aid, he was to distrain the demesne, not the 
knights enfeoffed on their lands." All these regulations 

Issued: order to the sherlfF of Devon not to distrain the demesne of 
the countess of Devon for the aid "et distringat omnes tenentes per 
aerviciutn mllitare tain de eadem camitissa quam eodcm B. (de 
Insula, part of whose lands she held at farm) ad reddendum regi 
prwdktum auxilium" (Exeh., K. R. Mcoi. Roll, 38 Henry III, tn. 
IS d); to the sheriff of Salop "quod distringat tam tenentes de feodo 
Itoberti de Stafford' quam ipBum R. per domtnieuin suuni ad red- 
dendum rcgl auxilium, etc" {ibid., m. 33 d) ; "Quia Johannes de 
Pleissis comes War' non potest habere auxilium ad primogenitum 
etc. de tenementis suis de prasdicto comilatu eo quod ilium comitatum 
non tenet hereditarie, mandatum est Tieecomiti quod de demanda 
quam (adt pnedirto comiti de prttdicto auxillo pro prediclis tene- 
mentis pacem etc- et distringat prwdictos tenentes ad reddendum regl 
prcdietuni auxilium" (Madox, I, 6S3. n. if). 

■• "'Willelraus de MIchedeure, vicecomcs Surr' et Sussex', venit 
coram baronibus et recognoscit quod ceperat averia piurimum mag- 
natum in comitatibus suis pro auxilto Bcl primugenitum etc. et ea 
tenucrat per tres septimanas et ampHus ct quia hoc est contra 
ass is am regni cons idem turn est quod prcedictus vicecomes est in 
misericordia" (Mem. Roll, above, m. 17 d). 

1' See above, note 17. 

=0 Madox. I, 597, n. s; 599, n. c, d. 

>i "Monstravit regi Radulfus Dayrel' quod cum ipse nlchU t 

866 



I 



UNDER JOHN AND HENRY in 




do not mean that the different grades of rear-vassals 
escaped paying the aid ; they were designed to prevent the 
entrance of the sheriff on the tenants' lands without their 
knowledge or consent, and were a protest against the 
increasing activity of the royal administration. The 

de Tege in capite In comitatu Buk' Ticecoinrs uijuste dUtringlt ipsuoi 

ad rnlilendum rr^ xl sol. de auxiKo ad primogcnltum fliium etc. de 

feodo uniii8 tnilitis . . . de H. dp Ver cocoite Oxonlte ut dicll ct Ideo 

I mandatum est ricecomiti quod si itn est tunc de detnsnda tjuam (acit 

1 d (le pfKdicto auxilio pacein etc. et distringat prrdlctum conilten] od 

■ reddendum regi prxdictum auxilium" (Exch,, K. R. Mem. Roll, 38 

Henry III, m. 13); see also the cases of the earl of Gloucester and 

David de Flotewik (ibid., m. 15, 15 d)j Madox, I. 59T, n. a. b. 

The following entry is difBcult to explain satisfactorily: "Mon- 
atravit regl Galfridus le Charalwrleing' quod cum magnates AngllK 
concesserint regl auxilium ad primogenitum etc. de dominieis feodis 
■uis et non de feodis que de els tenentur, vlcecomes Injuste dis- 
tringit Ipsum ad reddendum rcgi prvdictum auxilium desicut ipse 
oichll tenet de regc in capite set de Avie' de Ferlinton' ut dicit, et 
I Ideo mandatum est vicecomiti quod s< ita est tunc de demanda quam 
I focit predicto Galfrldo pacem etc. et distringat prcedictam Avlciam 
ete." (Mem. Roll, attove, to. IT d). This statement that the raagnalcs 
granted the aid on their demesne fees and not on the fees beld of them 
cannot mean thai the tenant in i^iief paid the aid on the fees which he 
held in dominieo only, for in the Pipe Roll each tenant accounts for 
the usual number of fees. It cannot mean that the baron paid the aid 
due on all the fees of his barony out of tiis demesne atone, while his 
vassals escaped. It is difficult to sec why the barons should make 
surh a grant; the permits to the clergy to collect from their tenants 
and the cases of lay tenants cited in note IT show that the rear-vassaU 
paid the aid. What this statement must refer to is the way in which 
distraint is to be applied to enforce the payment of the aid. In 
collecting the aid, the king is not to pass over the heads of the barons 
and deal directly with the rear-vassals. For the complaint In all 
the cases given In this note Is not merely that the iJieritF has dis- 
trained the rear-vassal, but that be has distrained him to pay the 
aid to the exchequer. H is true that in cases the sheriff does tliis and 
no complaint seems to be raised (note IT), but In each of these cases 
cither some agreement has been made between the king and the tenant 
in chief, or there is some reason why the tenant cannot collect from 
his vassals. Evidently this has not becti done here and hence the 
sheriff has done wrong to distrain the sub-tenant. It is possible that 
when the magnates granted the aid. they stipulated that Henry III 
was not to deal with the sub-tenant without further warrant. At 
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king's letter to the barons of tlie exchequer states that 
fees both of the new and the old enfeoiTment were to be 
taxed.'" This means tlmt each tenant paid on the number 
of fees for which he ordinarily responded at the exche- 
quer.'* Tenants by military service in Ireland were also 
asked to make an aid or serve and the clergy and the 
towns were to contribute money." 

Matthew Paris says that the ejcpenses of the campai;^ 
were £2,700,000 and that when the king returned, he owed 
800,000 marks." These figures are too high. The expe- 
dition, however, made a heavy extra demand on the 
exchequer which it was impossible to satisfy without 
loans." The expenses of the king in Gascony amounted 
to at least 45,000 marks." 

At the end of December, 1253, letters were received by 
the regents from Henry III which stated that be was 

RTiy rate, the blnf; is held to this regulation. Another eiaoiplc of 
the way in which the government is hrld to the letter of the law is 
that the sheriff is pennitted to distrain only the immediate tenants 
of the dergy to pay them the aid (Matthew Paris, VI, SSO and 
above, note 90). 

" Vincent, p. 8T; Close Rolls, no. 66. m. 11. 

" The expression is no longer anything but a form. 

St Cal. Fat. RotU, II, 399, 316; Close Rolls, no. 66, m. 19 d. 

3° Matthew FaHs, V, 450, 4S4, 488. 

" See the king's letter of August 31, 1£54, requesting a loan from 
his brother, "as the king is so much in debt that he cannot leave 
Gascony before" October 13 (Cal, Pat. EolU. II, 526). 

" The following sums were received from the treasury: 

£ a d 

July, 1353, treasure of Ireland .... 2,*S9 5 3 

1 9,085 16 10 

July, 12S4, treasure from England , . ■) 9 853 3 4 



August, 1354, treasure from Ireland 
August, 1354, treasure from England 
December, 1994, treasure from E 
Total .... 



1,533 
3,114 



These sums 
320, 3B6. 
The following lums were burrowed and 



taken from the Cal. Fat. Rotlt, II, S16. 31«, SIT, 
to be repaid in Eng- 
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threatened by an attack from the king of Castile. Aid 
iras asked from Kngland. The great council was sum- 
moned and met on January 27 at Westminster.'* After 
considering the king's situation, the great barons and 
some of the prelates promised to go in person to the king's 
aid after Easter, if there was really danger from the 
Spanish king. The rest of the prelates agreed to con- 
tribute money at that time. The lesser lay tenants were 
not present and the great lay lords declined to make an 
answer for them. The regents therefore summoned two 
representatives from each county to meet at Westminster 
after Easter and report what contribution the leaser 
tenants of each county would make to the king. The 

land, after the king's return. Of this money part, at least, waa for 
ue In Gasconf . 



k 



July, 1253, from the earl of Cornwall . . 4,000 
February, 1SS4, from the same .... 3,6S6 IS i 
September, 1854, from dtiiens of Agea . . . 1,440 B 4 
March, 1:255, bond to Luccan merchants . . . 1,497 IB T 
March, 1S55, bond to Luccan merchants . . . 1,411 4 
March, 1355, payment of loan by merchants of Toulouse T60 
December, 1954, resirlue of debt of king to the arch- 
bishop of Bordeaux T33 6 S 

September, 13S4, bond lo merchants of Bordeaux . 3,333 8 8 

TotftI 15,649 IT 7 

"nicse sums are taken from the Cal. Pat. RolU, II, 936, 300, 315, 
aiK, 335, 340, 341, 353, 359, 364. 386, 404, 405, 538, 555. 

The total received from the exchequer and borrowed is £30,i94 3a 
(45,e91m 3s). This is an incomplete account- No money is reported 
as received from the English treasury till July, 1254. The 
loons recorded in the Patent Roll amount to much more than the 
■um given abore, but part of them were paid by money received 
from home and by other loan.i, how much It is impossible to Kay; 
those ^ven here were not paid till Henry 111 returned to England. 
Cf. Rnm.sny, Daien of tht Corutilution, p. 148, note 4, for money 
received from England; also p. 394i R. J. Whitwell, E. H. B., 
XVin, 710, for the income of the year 1953-1854. 

IS It was composed of "archicpiscopos, episcopos, abbates, priores, 
comites et barones regnl AngllK" (Matthew Paris, VI, 989). 
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regents also asked for an aid from the lower clergy which 
the prelates would not grant at this time. In return for 
the promises of aid. the king confirmed the charters in 
the counties and promised that the assistance given him 
at this time should not be considered as a precedent." 
There was some opposition to the aid among the harons, 
for it was thought that there was no danger of an attack 
from Spain.'*' In addition to the help promised by the 
council, the regents ordered the sheriffs to hire as many 
knights and sergeants as possible to cross with the barons 
in the spring."' The magnates met at London on April 
26, as had been agreed at the January meeting. An 
order from the king was produced asking for money to 
help him against the king of Castile. The magnates 
doubted whether the king was really in danger; if he was, 
they offered to go to his assistance, but they do not seem 
to have granted him any money," When the queen sailed 

3" Shirley (11. 101) and Matthew Paris (VI, 283) give letters of 
the regents to Henry III describing the action taten at the January 
coundii Theok., p. I54( Duiut., p. 189; Matthew Paris, V, 433-13S: 
in the Cal. Pat. Rotli, II, 3T9, 361, are given the letters patent that 
the assistance shall not be a precedent and there is mention there 
of the order to the sheriffs to proclaim the charter in the counties; 
Lord*' Report on the Dignity of a Peer, 111, App. I, pp. 12-13. 

fl" Matthew Paris, V, 434. 

" Order to the sheriff of Wiltshire (Close Rolls, no. 6T, m. 19 d) ; 
the same order wbs given aJl the sheriffs (Matthew Paris, VI, 287). 

» Matthew Paris says that Henry III was merely talking of the 
Idng of Castile to help persuade the magnates to grant hira money, 
that the earl of Leicester was present and told them the true situa- 
tion, and that they returned home without doing anything (V, 440). 
Negotiations between Henry III and Alfonso had been in progress 
for some time and this was probably the cause of the magnates* 
suspicions. The treaty was made on April 1 (Rymer, I, 39T-399) 
and news could have reached England while the barons were meeting. 
The Annals of Tewkesbury say that the council met first at Ports- 
mouth, then moved to London, and then to Winchester, and that the 
earl of Gloucester, all the magnates assenting, refused to go to 
Cascony unless the lands of which he had been deprived were 
returned to him {Thtok., p. 155). 
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for France in May, she was accompanied by some knights 
and the archbishop of Canterbury." The representatives 
of the counties also met, but it is not known what action 
they took.'* At the same meeting of the magnates, the 
arrangements for the immediate collection of the tenth 
were made.'" Part of the clergy h«d promised in January 
to bring an aid for the king at Eustcr time, and one case 
is given where this was done. The abbot of St. Albans 
gave to the queen £50 when she crossed and to earl 
Richard an equal sum." Probably others did the same. 

The account of this expedition shows that the king was 
still able to enforce military service in France from his 
tenants and that they disliked it. The speech of the earl 
of Gloucester, as reported by Matthew Paris, shows that 
they wished to hold Henry III within the limits of the 
feudal contract." 



The Tenth < 



1254" 



Before discussing this tax, it will be necessary to notice 
the taxes on the clergy which were levied by the pope for 

■■Matthew Paris, V, UT; a list of letters of protection, bsucd on 
May 3 to perEons going with the queen, is ^ven in Cat. Pal. Rolti, 
II, 3T4; not all of these Were tenants in diief and not all of these 
went, i.g. the earl of Gloucester who received a letter did not erosa 
tm Septeint)er (Thtok.. p. ISi). 

■«Thc writ of summons is In tlie Close Rolls, no. 87, m. IS di 
Sel'cl Chartert, p. 376; Mattliew Paris. VI, 386. The orders were 
carried out and elioiee made, for one of those elected in Essex eould 
not serve and on April 9, the sheriff was ordered to have another 
diosen in his stead (Close Rolls, no. 67, m. 0). 

as See below, p. i71. 

>" Matthew Psris. VI, £93. This was not a delayed payment of 
the old tor the king's crossing in 13A3; s«e above, p. 950, note 10. 

»' "Comes insuper GloverniK auxllium secundum posse suum spo- 
pondit; addcns quod nullo modo ipsum regem Juvaret ad adquiren- 
dum terram, sed ad corpus suum, si ipsum rex CostellK hostiliter 
linpeteret, libcrandum" (Matthew Paris, V, *34), 

s"On the taxation of the clergy from 13S4 on, see the article by 
llias Rose Grnhatn, on "The Tucatlon of Pope Nicholas IV," In 
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the benefit of the Roman curia after 1229, for such cases 
serve as an introduction to the rojal taxation of the 
clergy. 

In 1238, the pope was in want of money to carry on 
the war against the emperor and he wrote to the legate, 
Otho, suggesting that the English clergy give a thirtieth 
of their revenues for three years.'* In 1240, the legate 
asked for a fifth of the revenues of foreigners beneficed 
in England and also for a contribution from the native 
clergy.*" There was much opposition to this demand. 
Otho hold a meeting of the bishops and abbots in the early 
part of the year to obtain their consent to the levy, but 
they asked that the matter he postponed." Later he met 
the bishops and they declined to agree to the tax without 
the consent of the archdeacons. Accordingly another 
meeting was held in July when the legate received nothing 
more than reasons for not making a grant." Then he 
called together the rectors of Berkshire, who also refused 
to assent to the tax." He was more successful when he 
approached the prelates individually. Many yielded, in 

B. B. R., XXIII, 4S1, wbtch has been freely drawn upon here. On 
the tenth of 19S4, see the valuable essay by W. H. Hudson on "The 
Korwich Taxation of 1BS4," In Korfolk and Norwich Arehirological 
Society PublieatioBt, XVII (IBIO). *3-lST. of which I regret that 
I have not been able to make entended use. See also Barker, pji. 
fiS-S9. 

"■Bliss, Calendar of Papal Rtgitteri. I, ITTj "de . . . tricesima" 
{Matthew Paris, VI, 91). 

*o Matthew Paris, IV, 9 j a fifth from foreign clerl* and lump 
sums from the prelates (Dwnft., p. 164); a fifth from foreign clerks 
and "xii omnium bonorum beneflriatorum Anglise" (Theok., pp. US, 
116) i a fifteenth (ITinf., p. 88); Burton, p. 857; Hht. »l Cart. B. Ptlri 
Ohue., I, 38; Barker, p. S4. 

"Matthew Paris, IV, 10. 

•s Ibid., IV, 37; Theok., p. 115. 

"Matthew Paris gives objections as coming from the rectors of 
Berkshire when the demand for the tax was made from them "et 
quosdam alios" (IV, 39-13). Tlie Burton annalist ^ves practically 
the same document, omitting the last four arguments against the 
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each case pajing a lump sum. The archbishop of Catiter- 
burj paid 800 marks; the church of Lincoln, £100; the 
prior of Dunstable, 20 marks; the bishop of Lincoln, 
600 marks for his secular clergy ; the prior of Tewkes- 
bury, 50 marks ; the abbot of Burton, 80 marks ; the prior 
of Worcester, 140 marks.** Another papal delegate, 
Peter Rosso, had arrived in England to collect money. 
He obtained considerable sums from religious bodies, 
dealing with each separately. Kach house paid a lump 
sum and its revenues were not assessed," At a final meet- 
ing of the clergy on November 1, the legate obtained the 
tax from all who up to that time had resisted.** 

In 12M, Martin, a papal clerk, was sent to England 
by Innocent IV, with powers of suspension and interdict, 
to collect arrears of papal taxes and to exact money in 
procurations, provisions, etc, from the English clergy." 
In addition he demanded the immediate payment of a lump 

tax, but he stales that it came from the rtctorei eccU*iarum Anglia 
and related to the levy of IB« demBnited by Innocent IV (Burton, 
pp. 36S-9BT). There Is nothing contradictory in the statements 
of the two chroniclers as to the source of the dociunent; as to 
the date, one item in the list of obj«etions shows that Matthew 
Paris is correct: "item, quod nuper aliaa prsstiterunt contribationem 
in casu conslmlUi et promissum esset prEcbentibus, auctoritate istiua 
cjusdem Paper, quod de oKtero non ficret hujusmodi cxactio, etc." 
(Burton, p. %06( Matthew Paris. IV, 41). This seems to mean that 
the contribution now demanded was to be made to that pope who had 
formerly promised that another exaction of this kind I'hould not be 
made. This would refer to Gregory IX. who died in 1S41, and not 
to Innocent IV, for the contribution which be demanded in 19i4 was 

his first. 

•• Malthew Paris. tV, IS, 3S; Dunst., pp. 154, 15Si Thtok., p. 116{ 
Burton, p. 366; Wig., p. 439. 

"Matthew Paris, IV, 35^7. Peter and a companion went to 
Scotland where they obtained £3.000 (ibid.. 55, 160). 

**Ibid., IV, 60; Th»ok., p. 116. The coUection ot this levy for the 
pope continued through 1910 and 1941 (Matthew Paris, IV, 137); 
CIoM Rottt, IV, 361. Matthew Paris says that a twentieth wb^ 
collected in Ireland (ibid., p. ISO). 

«r Matthew Paris, IV, eS4, 379, 391; Omntt. p. lOS. 
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sum of 10,000 marks from the clergy as a whole, a demand 
that was strongly opposed by the king as well as by the 
clergy and lay magnates. The papal emissary was finally 
obliged to leave the country m 1245 and the question of 
the subsidy was postponed till the council of Lyons met." 
Then the pope asked for a twentieth of the revenues of 
the clergy for three years." A great council was held at 
London on March 18, 1246, and the grievances of the 
English against the Roman curia were discussed. Letters 
were written to the pope, one by the bishops, one by the 
abbots and priors, one by the laity, and one by the king 
who also wrote to the cardinals. Pending the pope's reply, 
the twentieth was not to be levied." The council of 
London had hardly dissolved when the bishop of Norwich 
issued orders for the collection of a subsidy of 6,000 
marks for the pope. It appeared from the papal letter 
which the collector enclosed that the bishops who were 
at Lyons had agreed that the English church should pay 
this amount."' Henry III at first forbade this to be paid, 



'9 Matthew Paris, IV, 311-316. 309-370, 3T4-376, 379, 418, 419-499; 
Dvmt., p. IfiT; Robert! Grosseteste Epistolie, pp. 976-377; CaL Pat. 
Roltt, I, 463. The annals of Burton give a reply of the dergf, for 
which, sec above, note 43. 

"Matthew Paria, IV, 458; 8«r(on, p. 269. 

so Matthew Paris, IV, 536-5.16 j Burton, pp. 378-990, 993-3BS, The 
whole extract from Burton is the same as part of the extract from 
Matthew Paris. The latter states that this action was taken before 
the decision was made to pay 6,000 marks, the twentieth; the former 
connects all the protests with the second payment of 11,000 marks. 

»i Matthew Paris, IV, S5i-557. This order was is.fued on March 
94. Delegates had been sent by the king and magnates to protest at 
the council of Lyons against the jiapal exactions. These had refused 
to agree to any payment by the English church (Matthew Paris, IV, 
419-430; Duiut., p. 16T). The bishops however had consented; notice 
also "de importabili contributione pnetacta, ad quam episcopi in 
gcnerall ramcUio derum infeliclter obligarunt" (Matthew Paris, IV, 
SOO). 
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but was finally forced to yield." The tax was not based 
on an assessed value of clerical revenues ; the bishops had 
agreed to pay a lump sum of 6,000 marks and this was 
apportioned among the dioceses."' 

In the same year, the pope made another demand for 
money, from certain clergy half of their revenues, from 
others a third, and from others a twentieth, all for three 
years."' Clergy, laity, and king all strongly opposed 
this contribution. The pope had appointed the bishop 
of London to carry out his mandate. On December 1, 
1246, the latter held a meeting of some of the bishops in 
London and they, fortified by the king's command, refused 
to consent to this tax." On February 2, 1247, there was 
another council of the lay magnates and the archdeacons, 
who had been specially summoned; the bishops however 
absented themselves. Letters protesting against the tax 
were drawn up and sent to the pope and cardinals." On 
April 7, however, the prelates gave way. A lump sum of 
11,000 marks was granted, which was paid to the bishops 
of Norwich and Winchester, the collectors of the previous 
subsidy."' The pope sent out friars to collect sums from 
individual churchmen."' 

»i Matthew Paris, IV, 554, fiST-558. iSO-Sei, STT. 

't Ibid., IV, S5S-5ST; "cum nuper nomine vicesiniE sex milia 
marcaruRi domino papie sint soluta" (ibid., p. 584) { Burton, p. 9BS; 
Wykcs, p. 94; Rob. Grosscteste Ejilst., pp. 340-341. 

B< An interesting feature of this demand is tliat certain ecclesiastics 
were to pay a twentieth on incomes of 100m and Icm; when the 
income exceeded lOOro, a third of the exeeBS was to be paid. 

>t Matthew Paris, IV, 580-565; Barton, pp. ail-llS, 3S0-383. 

■o Matthew Paris. IV, 590, 594-597. 

"Ibid., IV, 693-693; in 1946, Dunstable paid Gm 5s and In 1947, 
34m (Dvml., pp. ITl, 175}; the priory of Woreester paid in both 
fears (Wig., p. 43S). The pope's demand Is also given in Wfkes, 
p. 94. Perhaps the bishops at the council of Lyons had also agreed 
to this levy, for Matthew Paris says "dc importabili conttibotione 
praetacto, ad quam episcopi in gcncraii concllio clcrum infelieiler 
obligurunt'' (IV, 590). He may however be confusing this with tlie 
twentieth. It is apparent from the protests that the sum of 11.000 
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In 1250, the clergy despatched representativea to Home 
to work against the right of visitation of the archbishop 
of Canterbury. An aid of an eightieth of revenues was 
taken to provide the delegates with funds." In 1252, 
they were successful in obtaining a limitation of the arch- 
bishop's right of visitation, for which they paid the pope 
6,000 marks, apportioned among the bishoprics. No 
assessment of property seems to have been made.*" 

Henry Ill's promise to assume the cross led to the 
systematic taxation of the clergy for the king's benefit. 
He first obtained from the pope a grant of the sums 
collected in England for the crusade." In 1250, the pope 

marks was flxed as a composition for the tax by the clergy in 
England, not by the pope and bishops at Lyons. 

Ko The bishop of Liacotn was asked for S,000 tnarkSi whldi he 
refused (ibid., 600). The abbey of St. Albans was asked for 4D0mi 
it appealed to the pope and the amount was reduced to SODm. More 
trouble arose when it whs a-skcd to contribute to the donation of 
11,000 marks (ibid., pp. 600, 611-639). 

'■ "Acceperunt igitur a benpflciatis de qualibet marca duos dcna- 
rios" (Matthew Paris, V, IM); "pro qualibet marca duos denarios 
exigendo" (Dumt., p. 181). 

MMatthew Paris, V. 3*6, VI, 833; £6,000 (Theok.. p. 150); 4,000 
marks, burton, p. 300; Orney, p. 104; Wykes, p. 104; Wiff., p. U\. 
The chronicle of Dunstable, p. 188, says that a twentieth was paid; 
probably this was because Oic sum, 8,000 marks, was what the clergy 
had paid for the twentieth of 1346 and the assessment of that year 
may have been followed. 

There is another case of ssses.'^ment of ecclesiastical goods In 1352. 
The bishop of Rochester took a fifth for Ave years: "a beneflciatis in 
Buo episeopatu quintam partem rcddituum suorum usque in quin- 
quennium, . . . non secundum testimationem bonorum eccteslasticomm 
a Bubjectis, sed quoeunque niodo ex bonis ccclesiasticis emergentium" 
(Matthew Paris, V, 9T3). In 1956, there is another ease. The dean 
and canons of St Martin's, London, gave *Svith no one contradicting" 
"the yearly value of their prclwnds, calculated according to the 
ancient taxation, in aid of their churdi, so that in the first year, one 
quarter, in the second year, the second quarter, , . . shall be given, 
etc.," that is a fourth for four years. The money was to be collected 
by One of the canons (Cal. Pat. BolU. U, 588). 

" Gasquet, Henry III and th* Church, p. 976, 
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gave the king a tenth of all the revenues of the clerg; for 
three years, to be collected by the prelates after the king 
should swear to go on the crusade and had fixed a date 
for his departure. The yield of the first two years was 
to be collected and delivered to the king when he was ready 
to set out." After Easter, 1252, Henry III swore to 
leave on June 2i, 1256.°° He then asked the archbishop 
of Canterbury to issue orders for the collection to be 
begun on September 29." Similar orders were sent to 
the archbishop of York. The clergy of the latter prov- 
ince refused to allow the grant without the assent of the 
whole church of England." Accordingly the prelates 
were summoned to meet at Westminster on October 18, 
1252, and the question of the tenth was discussed. The 
king asked that the money of at least two and a half 
years be paid him at once. The prelates proposed condi- 
tions which the king refused, and they then declined to 
make the grant. Henry III tried to break up the oppo- 
sition by approaching each singly, but the attempt failed. 
Another council was appointed to meet after Easter, 
1253." 

Despite this refusal, the king sought to begin the col- 
lection before the council met again. In November, 1252, 
he appointed as collector the bishop of Chichester." In 
January, 1258, the bishops of the province of Canterbury 

"3 Rymer, I, 273, 27*; in 18Sa (Tkrok.. p. ISO). February 10, 13S1, 
the pope a^ked the bishops and archbishops to allow the flrst two 
years of the tenth to be collected for the king before he set out 
(BUss. I. 267). 

" Rymer, I, 3S3. 

«• Vincent, p. 85. ciUng Rot. Litt. Claus., 36 Heniy HI, m. IB d, 

"Shirley, II, 95. 

"Matthew Paris, V, 324-333! Bvrlo», p. 305. According to 
Uatlhew Paris, the king produced an order from the pope, directing 
the tenth of the Brst two years to be eoUeeted for the king before 
he started. Probably this was the papal tetter of September I, cited 
by Bliss, I. 279. 

" Rymcr. I, iSei Cal Pat. Rollt, II. 154. 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



met at London and the tenth was again discussed. They 
finally agreed that if the king would promise to redress 
certain grievances of the church, they would make him 
a liberal grant of aid, though they did not as yet agree 
to the tenth. The king was willing to promise. Articles 
containing the grievances wore to be drawn up." 

On April 27, a groat parliament met at London, After 
a session lasting over two weeks, the king obtained the 
grant of a tenth for three years and in return swore to 
observe the charters.'* The collection however did not 
begin till after Easter, 1254. The pope had instructed 
the clergy that the money of the first two years should 
be collected and delivered to the king when he started, 
and this was apparently interpreted to mean that the 
collection should not begin till two years before the sworn 
date of his departure."" On September 12, 1253, the pope 
wrote, appointing new collectors and directing them to 
begin the work at once, but his orders were not carried 



" The proceedings described here are given in Matthew Paris, V, 
3i&-360; a meeting of the bishops is mentioned in Cal. Pat. Roll*. 
II. ITl. 

"»"concessa est igitur decima pars proventuum ab ecdesis re- 
cipienda cum iter Jerosolimitanum (arriperet) . . . per trlenniura": 
at this meeting the aid to knight the king's son was also granted: 
"et a miiitibus, scutagium illo anno" (Matthew Paris, V, 3T3-377), 
Excommunication of violators of the charters is given in Burton, but 
there is no mention of the grant of the tenth at this time (Burton, 
p. SOS); Rj-mer, I, eS9: BUss, I, 30ri. 

'0 "fraternitate vestra . . . mandamus quatinus postquam statu- 
tum fucrit ejus possagium et juratum, per biennlum ante ideni 
passagium deciraam . . . colligentes etc." (pope's letter to the prel- 
ates, IfliO. Rj'mer, I. 974); Bliss. 1, 379; in May, 1953. the king 
declared to the crusaders coming from Ireland that he had sworn 
to leave on the crusade at midsummer, 1356 (Cal. Fat. Rolls, 11. 191). 
So the regents writing to Henry II! in February, 135». say "deeima 
clcricnrum vobis conecsea de crueesignatione de primero unno qus 
in prscscntia debet incipere" (Shirley, 11, 101); the same to the same, 
"propter decimam colligendam ... in pronimutn" (Matthew Paris, 
VI, 983). 
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out." At a meeting of the magnates at Westminster on 
January 27, 1254, the king through the regents asked 
that the tenth of the firat year should be given him to 
use in Gascony. The prelates refused to agree to this," 
nor do they seem to have granted the request at the 
Easter meeting.'* Finally in May, 12S4, the arrange- 
ments were made for the immediate levy of the tenth, 
The bishops of Chichester and Norwich and the abbot of 
Westminster were in charge of the work/* Each prelate 

Ti Matthew Paria, VI, 286; Bliss, I, 990; Cal. Pal. RolU, II, 164. 
These eo11e<rtors were the siune as those icho took charge in 1334, vi«., 
the bishops of Chichester and Norwich and the abbot of WestmiDster. 

in Matthew Paris, VI, 283; Shirley, 11, 101; Dunit., p. 189. 

" This is not quite certain. According to the letter of the regents, 
the prelates doubted wliether the lower clergy would agree to the 
use of the flrst year's tenth in Gascony unless the king ixsued letters 
patent declaring that this took the place of the first year's tenth for 
the cruEsde, and unless the king postponed the collection of the last 
two years till just before he started ("cotlecta ejusdem dcclmK de 
duobus annis sequcntibus . . , jmnatur in respectum usque ad ter- 
minum duorum annorum ante passagjum restrum," Shirley, II, 101). 
The Dunstable annals say that the clergy demanded papal letters 
to the effect that this took the place of the ti^nth of tile first year for 
the crusade (Dantl., p. 189). No such letters patent have been 
found, but arrangements to collect the tenth were made after Easter. 
ISS-ts and most of the chroniclers say that it was granted at that 
Hme (see below). Furthermore the wliole yield of the first year 

as to be paid on September 39, if possible (Oose Rolls, no. 67, 
. 8 d). The date of payment suggests thai the tenth was to be 
i nsed by the king in I9S4. The clergy therefore may hove agreed 
I to the king's request. But it Is to be observed that when the col- 
: in July, 1954, ordered the tenth to be paid, they enclosed a 
papal letter written September IS, 1953. which, they deelartd, wfts 
*^on cancellatum, non abolitum, non in aliqua sui parte vitiatum." 
This papal order stated "volumus autem quod in tutls locis dicta 
pccunia fideliter deponatur, assignanda eidem regi pro prcfats 

iTerrte (Sanctat) subventione, cum iter arripuerit transmarinum, Ita 
quod nihil interim sumatur vel extrahatur exlnde absque mandate 
Mdls ApostoUc* speeiaU" (Matthew Paris, VI. 996). The Burton 
■nnalist says, after describing the assessment on his priory, "facta 
est autem solutlo islius pecunii primo anno nunciis ejusdem epis- 
GOpi . . . et in deposltum missa" (Surfnn, p. 397). 
T^Cot Pot. BotU, II, 370, 37T; Matthew Paria. VI, 997. Tlie fart 
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had a different district to supervise, but the levy is gen- 
erally known as the Norwich taxation. The tax fell on 
spiritualities (tithes, offerings) and temporalities (rents, 
income from lands)." The abbot of St. Albans paid the 
tenth of all the revenues of his churches, "prreter baro- 
niam."'" The prior of Worcester paid £7 Is li^d on 
spiritualities and £19 lO^d on temporalities.'' Land 
held by military service was however exempt.'* 

A new assessment was made. In each deanery, the dean 
and three important rectors or vicars made oath to fix 
a just valuation of all the incomes of the churches and 

that the assessment was not made till 13M leads all the chroniclers 
to put the date of the grant in 1251: Duiut., p. 190; Wykes, p. 107; 
0>n«y, p. 107; Wint., \i. 95; Theok.. p. 156; Wtg., p. «3; Wm>., p. 
9*8; Conl. Flor. Wig., II, lai; Burton, p. 835, who speaks of the 
bishop of Norwich only as tlie assessor. Both Burton and Matthew 
Paris say that the bishop of Norwich acted unwillingly. It is to 
be noticed however that the bishop had been onp of the assessors of 
the papal subsidy of 1317 and had apparently done his work so well 
that the pope now appointed him to do eimilar work. Further, 
according to a writ on the Close Roll, lie, as one of the assessors, was 
responsible for a measure designed to make the clergy pay on the 
full value of their property, vii,, that if they thought that any one 
bad made too low an estimate, the truth should l>e ascertained bj 
their oath and that of their neighbors: "cum nuper consiljo nostro . . . 
per lltteras vestras signlflcaveritis quod in tmponenda dedma . . . 
formam subscriptam provideritis . . . videlicet per sententiam eicom- 
Diunicationis prumulganda; in omnes personas eeclesiasticas qui 
justam proFentuum suonun estimationem . . . ocultabunt et si aliqnos 
merito Euspectos habueriUs quod sua beneflcia minus plene estima- 
verint per saeramentunt ipaorum vel vicinorum suorum rei veritatem 
plenlus eruendo, vot>is signifleandum duximus quod ex quo vobia 
vldetuT quod forma Ilia est ydonea cam approbamus" (Close Rolls, 
DO. 67, m. 8 d). 

" The prelates had not wished to include income from their lands, 
but the pope refused to admit this: "faciatia . . . de manerlis eisdem 
declmam . . . eKhibcri" (Rymer, I, aso, anno 1253); Bliss, I. 38*. 

"Matthew Paris, V, Wl. 

" Wig., p. 443; "tarn de laico feudo quom de ecdeaiis" (Dtwuf., p. 
196) ; for the prior of Matton, see Graham, in Bogal Bitt. 8oe. Trait$., 
New Series, XVIII, liSj Thiok., p. 156; Barton, pp. 325-337. 

IS See below. 
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the clergy. If necessary, they could compel anyone 
<lo swear to the value of any goods. They were also to 
assess property which lay in the deanery but belonged 
to religious houses outside. The rest of the property of 
religious houses, except parish churches and goods in 
the king's hand, was to be assessed by the head and some 
other members of the house. Those who opposed the tax 
or swore falsely were liable to excommunication. A roll 
of the assessment was to be drawn up and returned to 
the chief collector, to whom the tax was later to be paid." 
The detailed account of the goods and revenues, the use 
of the jury, the oath, and the penalty of excommunication 
were all designed to get at the real value of clerical 
property. No such searching inquiry had been made 
since 1229 and the severity of the measures caused com- 
plaint. The whole yield of the first year was to be paid 
on September 29, if possible; if not, part then and part 
later,'" The money was stored in churches and monaa- 

BBtirton, pp. 335-397; Matthew PBris, V, *51 ; Close Bolls, No. 
m. 8 d. For returns made, Burton, pp. 33T, 3C6; Btgitlrum 
Xalmetbvriente (Rolls Series), I, 36S-eTlj Libtr Mem, Eeeleii* dt 
Btmevelte, pp. 190-199. The last is apparently the valuation made 
in 1254, but the tax levied was a twentieth, not a tenth, perhapn the 
levy of 1268. See also Graham, E. H. B., XXIIl, «S, "The Taiation 
of Pope Nicholas IV," for references to other returns. See also 
Boi/al Mitt. 8oe. Trant., in note 77. 

s" "primrnn terminum ad pecunSam solvendam circa festum S. 
ICkliaelis proidmo futurum prtellgatis et si ad unum terminum hal>eri 
Hon poterit pncAgatis alios tenninos solutionis ejusdem pecunis 
prout vobis magis videritls expedire" (letter of the regents to the 
colleetom. May 98, 13S4, Close Rolls, no. 67, m. 8 d). Thus it was 
hardly expected that the assessment would be coinpleled as early 
as this. On October 0, Henry III wrote to the official of the arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, asking him to ascertain carefully the value 
of the tenth, although he snid It might se«m difficult or even impos- 
sible to do so (quod cautiori modo et certlori quo poterit, diligenter 
scrutari et iuquiri facial estimacionem et volenclam decime) (Michel, 
R6ltt ffoteonr, no. 3797). Miss Graham, E. H. B., XXIII, 467, 
thinks Uiat this request was an order for b new, independent inquiry 
Into the value of church property and connects it with the writ for 
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teries and remained in charge of the collectors; it was not 
turned over to the exchequer." 

Honrj III was not satisfied with the grant which had 
been made. He desired to extend the tenth to the baronies 
of the clergy. This was opposed and on February 5, 
1255, orders were issued to suspend such demands till 
the meeting of the great council after the following 
Easter." At that time the king asked for a tenth from 
the baronies of both laity and clergy. After deliberation 
the council asked for the confirmation of the charters and 
for the appointment of a justiciar, a chancellor, and a 
treasurer who should not be removed without the consent 
of the magnates. The king declined to agree to this 
request and the meeting was finally prorogued till 
October." The entrance of Henry III into the Sicilian 
affair gave the pope a more direct interest in the product 
of the tenth. The king had promised to pay a lump sum 
of I85,54'l marks together with interest for the expenses 
already incurred by the papacy in Sicily," In May, 
1364, the pope extended the period of the tenth from 
three to five years and ordered the collectors to store the 
receipts in safe places, where they were to be kept, not, as 

on inquest into the manorB of religious houses issued October 13 
from the chancery, given in Matthew Paris, V, M4 (sec also, Hall, 
Blvdiet in Engllth OfficuLl HittoHeat DoetimenU, p, 399, note 9). 
But it seems better to connect it with (lie writ cited from the Close 
Rolls and to regard It merely as an order to Hnd out the amount of 
the tenth. 

*i "the money for the Holy Land deposited in divers churches and 
monasteries" {Cal. Pal. KolU, 11, 4SS, 500) ; the collectors were in 
charge of the tenth when Rostand arrived, paid some of it to mer- 
chants by hia orders, and turned the rest over to him (ibid., pp. 463, 
50S) ; "solutio istius pecuniK ... in depositum missa" {Burton, p. 
39T). 

9!Co(: Put. HolU. 11, 396. 

i'Bitrtan, p. 336; Matthew Paris, V, 493-18d; Dwut., p. 195; 
Wint., p. 95. 

a« Rymer, I, 318i 133,501 marks (Shirley, II, 115). 
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before, till the king set out on the crusade, but until the 
pope should decide how it should be spent for the cru- 
sade." The statement suggests that it was planned to 
spend some of the tenth in Sicily. Finally in May, 1256, 
Alexander IV commuted the king's vow to go to the Holy 
Land into a vow to invade Sicily. Rostand, a pnpal sub- 
deacon, was sent to England to take charge, in company 
with the archbishop of Canterbury, of the collection of 
all moneys for the crusade, including the tenth." On 
October 13, 1255, he summoned the clergy to Westminster 
and demanded that they should honor bills drawn on them 
in favor of Italian merchants, that the payment of the 
tenth of the second year should be hastened, and that the 
lay fees of the clergy should pay the tenth; at the same 
time, the king asked for an aid from his lay tenants. The 
prelates demurred and finally their answer was postponed 
till January, on account of the absence of some important 
bishops. Protests were sent to the pope. From the laity 
the king obtained nothing." 

■ Rostand however proceeded to issue orders for a new 
assessment which should include the baronies of the 
clergy." New deputies, some of whom were foreigners, 
but all clergymen, were appointed." The method of 
assessment was the same as in the preceding year,*" but 

I the assessment was much stricter and was to be done 
" Rymer, 1, 303. The grant of the tenth for flie years was con- 
firmed by Ale»BniJer V in the spring of 1335 (Bliss, I. 314). Matthew 
Paris, V, iSS. 
»• Rymer. I, 319, 3«i Matthew Paris, V, SI9-520; Bur(on, pp. 350- 
SfJj DutuL, p. 196. 
s> Matthew Paris, V, 590-531. 524-530, 530-539; Burton, p. 360. 
18 Burton, p. 354. 
8B [bid., p. 353i Cat. Fat. Roth, II. 485, 505, 514, 515, 516. 
so In each deanery, the dean and four jurors under oath made the 
usessment of all the goods and revenues of the churdica; each abbot 
and prior with some members of Ills house aseesaed tbcif own prop- 
erly by Inquest (Burton, pp. 340-360). 
IRS 
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more rapidly. The only deduction allowed in the valua- 
tion was for the necessary expenses of gathering crops- 
All manors and baronies were to be included. No religious 
house of any sort was to be exempt. No item of property 
or income was to be omitted. Prices had risen and val- 
uations were to be increased accordingly. No attention 
was to be paid to previous assessments. °' The roll was 
to be forwarded to the chief collector early in January 
at the latest; all the arrears of the first year and the 
whole product of the second year were to be paid in 
January and February, 1256," To allay discontent, the 
collectors stated that the tenth was to be paid for three 
years only," despite the fact that the pope had already 
granted it for two years more. This new assessment 



ei "dpcimam de vestris maneriis ac etiaia baronlis quani pro anno 
prasterito Don solvlslis"! "justas istimationcs omnium ecclesiaium 
et capeltarum exetnptarum el non exemptaruni, et omnium proven- 
tuum ecclesiastlcorum, quocumque nomine censcantur, sei^undum quod 
ad firmam poni solebant vel poni possint comniunibus annls, aulltt 
deducto proeter expensss nccessarias circa fructus coUigendos fac- 
tas, . . . pnpsentetis" ; "fldeli, legitima, el justs mstlraatione facta 
omniiun possessionum suarutn temporalium et Bplritualium"; 
"eestimatioDcs omnlmn non Rctas sed veraa"i "non timeant ta:(atores 
prKteriti onni quod reprehendentur de perjurio, si modo plus solito 
InxHverint, quia tunc multa dcducta fuerunt qiue modo non deducim- 
tur. et blada carius venduntur"; "nulla sit portio adeo modlca, ia 
quibuscumque consistat in pondere, numcro, et mensura, terris, pratis, 
pascuis, pannagiis, auro, argento, grono, llquore, operibus, servitiia 
Ijbcris vel rusticis consuetudinibiu, in panibus deferendis ad Natole 
Domini, gallinis, ovla, et quibu9cmnque aliis ad ecdesias vel eccle- 
aiastlcas peraonas spectantibuE, quin tnxetur el testimetur"; "religio- 
sonim nullum excipimus, nisi privilegium i.stius exemptionis . . . 
contra Mamfredum . . . ostendat, vel per Uteras maglstri Rostandi 
immunis sit" (Bvrton, pp. 350-360). 

"Burton, pp. 354, 355; Matthew Paris, VI, 319, 313. Rostand waa 
suecessful in making the clergy pay more promptly; Dunstable did 
not pay the first year's tenth till November 11, ISiS, eighteen months 
after tlic tax was put ia charge and after Rostand began his work; 
the second year's tenth was paid on time, about February S, 19SS 
(D«n*t., p. 196). 

»*Burto*j p. 3&T. 
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aroused much complaint. On January 13, 1256, Rostand 
met an assembly of the clergy at London, composed of 
the prelates and representatives of the lower clergy. So 
strong was the opposition to the new valuation that 
Rostand abandoned it and ordered the tenth of the second 
jear to be collected on the basis of the assessment of 
1254.** It is not stated whether any of the clergy paid 
ihe tenth on their land held by military service. The 
bishops however did not do so; after Easter, 1256, they 
•gain refused to assent to it. The pope continued to order 
it to be paid." 

In 1257, the period of the three years of the tenth 
which the clergy had granted eaded. The pope had 
already extended the period from three to five years. 
The king was unable to collect it on tliis authority alone. 
After the middle of March, 1257, a great council com- 
posed of the barons, the prelates, and representatives of 
the lower clergy met at Westminster and remained in 
session till the early part of April."* The king asked for 
AS aid from both the clergy and the laity for the Sicilian 
affair, but they refused to grant it." On April 2, Rostand 

••Matthew Paris, V. S39, VI, 314; Barton, p. 363. Rostand's 
order to go back to the Norwk-h assessmtnt was Issued January B9, 
1S5S, after thU uieetlng, apparently as a result of the opposition 
there. One of the complaints of the lower c^lergy was that the tax 
bad been levied on them without their consent: "Procuratores cleri- 
corum beneflciatorum archidiaconatus Llncolnii pro tota communi- 
tate proponunt, quod gravatl sunt, eo quod deeima beneflcioruta 
suorum domino regi fuit concesaa, ipsls Don vocatis; maxlme, cum 
agitur de aliquo obligando, necessarius est ejus expressus consensus"; 
"Proponunt procnratores subdltonim cccleslarum Corintrcnsls ct 
Lichfeldensis dioecesis; , . . item, gravantur In eo, quod decima 
bonorum suorum ecclesiasUeoruio mncvsEa fuit domino regl in sub- 
sidium execntionis roti sul in Terram Sanctam, ipsis penitus Irre- 
quisitls" (fliir(Dii, pp. 360, 363). 

»s Matthew Paris. V, 553; Rymer. I, 342, 345, 348. 

••Burton, pp. 384, 388; Malthew Paris, V, 621. 

•' Bmrton, p. 386( Matthew Paris, V, 633t Duiul., pp. 190-eOO. 
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ftsked the clergy to continue the tax on clerical property 
for two years more and gave papal authority for this 
demand, At first he met with no success. Finally, he 
produced a papal letter addressed to himself and to the 
bishops of Norwich and Salisbury, directing them to 
compound for this tenth in a lump sum. It was agreed 
that the meeting should be prorogued till May 8 and that 
in the meantime the prelates should consult the clergy 
at home and learn their will.** When they met again, 
they offered the king £52,000*' and after some delay this 
may have been accepted.'"" 

At the close of this year, the pope sent Herlot, another 
nuncio, to England with Rostand to get money. In a 
great council, held on March 31, 1258, the king asked for 
an aid. This was refused repeatedly by the magnates, 
although Henry prolonged the council till May 5 in the 
hope of breaking down their opposition."" He also 
applied to religious houses to go surety for hira for con- 
siderable sums and was partly successful.'" The revolu- 
tion of 1258 finally put an end to the taxation for the 
in Sicily."" 

Burton and Dunstable give this under the year 1956, wbicfa 
mistake (Ramsay, Dawn o/ th» Cotutitution, p. 163, note). 

"^ Burton, pp. 398-389. 

»»BurCon, p. 402; S9,0I» marlis, Matthew Paris, V, 693-684, 63T. 
Ramsay, p. 163, thinks that it was never paid. 

100 Matthew PsriSi V, 637 ; "per totam AngUam exai^um fuerat 
soccagium" (Thtok., p. 159). Matthew Paris says that the king 
promised to redress grievances of the church. The articles containing 
them are given in VI, 353. Mention of the grievances which were 
to be discussed at a convoi^ation on August 23 is made in Burton, 
pp. 40I-40Bi Wint.. p. 96. 

101 April 9. Matthew Paris, V, GTS, 676, 690, 6S9, 688; "quinialne of 
Easter," that is, March 31 (Cat. Pal. Rolli, II, 696); Duiul., p. 308; 
Bliss, I, 354; Rymcr, I. 370. 

lO" Matthew Paris, V, 683-687; Cal. Fat. RotU, 11, 631, 634; Qeita 
Abbatum, I, 373-379. 

'OS The king ceased to ask for a subsidy, but the pope 
to Bend men to collect all arrears of tenths, twentiellis, remission 
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The receipts of the tenth could not come in fust enough 
to satisfy the papal demands. It was necessary to borrow 
money. By 1256, merchants of Siena had advanced 
41,000 marks which were to be repaid out of the tenth.'"* 
In June, 1256, the king gave power to borrow 10,000 
marks to envoys who were going to Rome."" In June, 
1257, the queen and prince Edward went security for a 
loan of 10,000 marks which was to be made by Italian 
merchants,"" while at the same time orders were being 
issued to forward 20,000 marks of the tenth to Rome."" 
One of the devices employed for raising money quickly 
was that begun by Innocent IV and with which the bishop 
of Hereford was later so closely identified. Sums were 
borrowed and religious houses were pledged to repay 
them."" The clergy resisted this vigorously. In October, 
1255, and January, 1256, the king was unable to get them 
to accept these bills drawn on them without their knowl- 
edge and consent. They appealed to the pope, who 
ordered them to pay, but agreed that the money should 
be coimted as part of their tenth. Houses which resisted 
were excommunicated and put under an interdict and the 
clergy were finally obliged to yield."" The amount which 
was borrowed and secured in this way was estimated by 

cnuBdrrs' vowi, etc After a time the goTcmment seems to have 
apposed this (CoJ. Pat. Bolt*. HI, S, 9; Bliss, I, 383, 3B6}. 

'"Shirley, 11, 115; Cal. Pat. RolU, II, 519. 

■osCoi. Pal. RolU, II, 481; a notice of a loan of 8,000 marks 
actual])' made on this authority (ibid., II, 590). 

■0" Ibid., p. 50S. 

10' Ibid., p. 563. 

i»i Rymer, I, 301; BUss, I, 316; Matthew PBris, V. 510-513. 

!<'« Matthew Paris, V, 523, 523, 5S5-52T. 533, 533, 539-540, 553, 55B, 
5Bl-SS4i VI, S05, 307, 315; Gerv. Cant, II, 905; Otitt/, pp. lOT-llS; 
Dumt., p. 199; Cont. Flor. Wig., II, 185; Qtita Abbalum, I, 3Tg-3S4; 
Shlrlry, II, 115; Cal. Pat. RolU, II, 515, AST, B5S, 651; MemoriaU of 
8. Edmtmd* Abbfy, 111, 39-30, No house was to pay more than its 
tenth for Ave years would amount to (Matthew Paris, VI, 3I5-31T, 
833, 350, 389}. 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



the king in 1256 to amount to 30,000 marks besides 5,000 
marks "damna et expensas.""" In the Patent Roll there 
are fifty-eight houses which went security for about 
20,000 marks."' 

One cause of the opposition to the tenth was the belief 
that the king was not sincere in his pramisc to lead a 
crusade but intended to spend the proceeds of the tax 
in other ways."" The pope however had no intention of 
allowing it to be spent for any other purpose than the 
crusade."* With the entrance of the king into the Sicilian 
alTair, the papal attitude changed somewhat. The tenth 
was conceded for two years more, probably in the expecta- 
tion that the extra sum would be used in Sicily,"* but the 
king was not yet released from the crusade to Palestine."' 
In the autumn of 12d4, Henry III was already promising 
to pay debts incurred at Rome out of the proceeds of the 
tenth."' It must have become evident to the pope that 
the king could not fulfill his contract for the Sicilian 
crown and carry on the crusade at the same time. At 
any rate, in May, 1255, Alexander IV commuted the 
king's vow as a crusader into a vow to invade Sicily and 
sent Rostand to England to take charge of the collection 
of the tenth."' As far as the evidence of the Patent Rolls 
goes to show, all the receipts from the tax were sent to 

iioShirlej, n, 115. 

Ill Col. Fat. HolU, above. 

11* Matthew Paris, V, 9B5, 337: in 1S59, the clergf stated that It 
they granted the tenth "ntititcr distribucnda . . . praut Bdelibus suis 
trautius Bolito TidebUur e;(pcdire" (ibid., p. SSB). 
granted, the diroiiicler statics that it was "per 
viaticum distrlbuenda'' (ibid., p. 3T5). 

i'»See above, p. STl, note 73. 

in See above, p. 374. 

lis RjTDcr, I, 304, 308, 316. 

"« Cal. Pat. Rolti, II. 3*i. 358. 

HI See above, p. 27fi. Probably the change In the king's vow was 
made at this time because it was wheD the final arrangements for 
the bestowal of Sicily on Edmund were made. 
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Italy or paid to merchants for loans made to the pope."' 
In April, 1257, the king forbade Rostand to make any 
payments to any one in connection with the realm of 
Sicily,"" probably to induce the pope to modify the con- 
ditions of the Sicilian grant.'" To this policy, Henry HI 
did not adhere, for in June he was trying to borrow money 
to use at Rome, and Rostand, who was leaving England, 
appointed a clerk to receive in his absence the tenth and 
all other money of the cross.'" Thus while the receipts 
from the tax must have been large, the king was able to 
use very little of it for his government in England except 
in the shape of loans which he hfid to repay. In 1256, 
2,000 marks of the tenth were paid him and he promised 

I'S 'Mandamus quatcnua vos vel alter vestnun onineiu pecuRlun 
... ex quacumque causa Terra; Sanctee deputatam . . . intcgre recip- 
ere, ac eidera regl pro execuMone neg^olii rcgni Cidlic sssignare 
curetis" (letter of the pope to the archbishop of Canterbury and 
Rofitaod, 1S55, Burton, p. 351); "pecuniam TerriE Sancts . . . nuUi 
alii quBin Dobis asaignetis, nisi etiani dc speciali mandato luaglstri 
Rostandl" (letter of the collector, William de Ros, to certain arch- 
deacons) (ibid., p. 356) j the ablmt of WestmiDsler paid £1,TS5 ITs 8d 
and other sums to mereliants of Siena by order of Rostand and waa 
to turn over to him the rest of the tenth whidi he had if any were 
left (Cat. Pat. Bolt; 11, 469) i the bishop of Norwich pajd 5,500 
marks of the tenth to merchants of Siena by Rostand's orders 
{ibid., II, 508); similar payments (ibid., p. 514); In October, lilS, 
the pope granted the king a delay for fulfllting the conditions of 
the Sicilian affair till June 1, 1S5T, "provided that the tithe of 
church revenue as granted to the king be paid over to merchants for 
paying the debts of the Roman church" (Bliss, I, 33S) ; in June, 1!5T, 
80,000 marks were to be delivered to Florentine merchants to be 
carried to Rome; this was doue by the advice of the king's council, 
one of whom was Rostand (Co;. Pat. RoUt, 11. 563); "it hits been 
provided by the council that the money of the cross and of tiie 
tenth . . . shall be deposited with certain merchants" (ibid., p. 60Si 
see also pp. 56ii, 587); In 1S58, the king Is said to have sent the 
pope 5,000 marks (Matthew Paris, V, 666). 

"OCal. Pat. RolU. U, 566. 

no Ibid.. 687. 

"' Ibid., sea, see. The king also sent money after this (see above, 
note 118). 
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to repay the money out of the income of church lands in 
hand,'" For another loan of 1,300 marks, he pledged 
the gold in his treasury."* He was throughout this period 
short of money. In 1255 he borrowed 1,000 marks from 
the bishop of Durham, and to repay it assigned to the 
bishop the issues of the archbishopric of York and of 
Yorkshire.'" In February, 1256, a loan of 800 or 1,000 
marks was to be raised on the security of certain church 
lands which were in hand."* William de Valence lent the 
king 1,100 marks in November, 1257."° Merchants of 
Siena lent £550 in May, 1258, on security of the royal 
jewels.'" The same year, 2,250 marks were lent by 
Italians, secured by the abbot of Westminster, who was 
in turn secured by the pledge of the king's jewels."' In 
November, 1256, the king delivered to his brother, the 
earl of Cornwdll, 1,207 marks of gold, pledged to the 
latter for a loan of 10,000 marks of silver made to the 
king during the last campaign in Gascony. This trans- 
action shows the poverty of the exchequer,'" The same 
year, Henry III declared that he had no ready money to 
buy goods at the Boston fair, except the fines and amerce- 
ments in the eyres of the northern counties, though all 
that he wanted was 700 marks.'" In 1257, the treasurer 
was ordered to sell wood to raise three or four thousand 
marks,'*' 

Templars, Hospitallers, and Cistercians were exempt 

1" Cal. Pat. Rolh, II, *90. 
u" Ibid., MB, fiOO. 
IM Ibid., 433, 44B. 
i>B Ibid., 461. 
liOIbid., 603. 
"I Ibid., 689. 

'" This was to pay the pope's tribute for two years, S,000 marks, 
with 930 marks proAt for the merchants (ibid., 631, 634). 
ii'Ibid.. SS8. 
no Ibid., *83. 
131 Ibid., 6U, 5S0. 
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from the tenth unless they held churches as private per- 
sons.'" Efforts were made to extend the levy to all the 
property of the Cistercians, but the latter were fmally 
excused by the pope.'" 

After Henry Ill's return from Gascony in 1265, a 
tallage was levied,"* Most of the towns compounded. 
The assessment was mnde usually, perhaps always, by 
Toytd judges, sometimes aided by the sheriff."^ A con- 
troversy arose between the king and the citizens of London 
concerning the character of the contribution which the 
city should pay; the dispute illustrates the fact that 
tallage was still levied per capita. The exchequer 
demanded 3,000 marks as a tallnge from London. The 
Londoners refused to pay this ELmount, offering instead 
2,000 marks as an aid and declaring that they were not 
liable for tallage. The king then ordered that the city 
should be tallaged per capita, but the justices could not 
carry out these orders. In February, 1256, the citizens 
appeared before the king to settle the matter. An exami- 
nation of the records showed that the Londoners had 
been paying tallages, not aids, and the citizens then 
admitted that thoy could be tallaged and were charged 
with 3,000 marks."' The amount of the tallage in twenty- 
eight counties was about 8,600 marks. "' 

i»3(?al. Pal. Roll; II. S34i Matthew Paris. V, 553, 5SS. 810, 837) 
Wav.. p. 34fl. 

ia> Rymer, I, 393. 

mMadox, 1, 713, n. a. 

i>° In Nor/ulk, the tallage was assessed by Williim Brito, a Justice 
In eyre in lass, and by the sheriff (Cal. Pat. Roll,, 11, *3«; Pipe Roll. 
Se Henry III, Norf. and Suff.) ; in Notts, and Derby, by WiUlBm 
Trussel and Roger dc Whylcestrc, who were Justices in eyre In 1966 
{Cal Pat. RalU, 11. 436; Pipe Roll, above, Notts, and Derby). 

isiMadoic 1, Tia, n. a; Exeh. K. R. Mem. RoU. 39 Henry III. m. 
9 d; Close Rolls No. 69. m. 90 d. For a discussion of this tallage on 
London, see Adams, fi. H. R., XXIV, 490. who shows that the point 
at issue between the king and the eitiwns was whether they owed aid 
or tallage and that the latter had to admit that they owed tallage. In 
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Throughout 1256 and 1257, there had been fighting 
on the Welsh frontier. In 1257, the host was summoned 
to meet on August 1 at Chester and a brief campaign in 
Wales followed."' Tenants were summoned to come with 
part only of their quotas.'" An excuse {e.g. sickness, 
old age) was still necessary to exempt from personal 
service any tenant, great or small."" There is some 
evidence that it was still difficult to exact service from 
rear-vassals.'" Toward the close of the campaign, it 
was determined to levy a scutage at three marks per 
fee.'" From some tenants, both clerical and lay, the king 

the citatinn (rom the Memoranda Roll as given by Madox, four cases 
were found when they searched the rolls, in which the dtisens had 
been taUaged, vii^ in ISU, 1933, ISIS, and I!J3. Both the Memoranda 
RoU itself and the Close Roll give two more cases: "et anno ejusdem 
xxix taltiati fuerunt ad duo millia marcarum. et anno ejusdem xxxiii 
od mille libras" (above). Three eases at least do not appear in the 
record of this dispute as having l>een cited: the tallage on London 
of 1396, which was levied perr capita, the tallage in 1930 of t.OOOm 
"de auxillo promisso regi ad primam trans f re tatlonem," and the tal- 
lage of 1335 (see above, pp. 173, 190, 913). That the method of 
levying tallage was still either "per capita," or "iD communi" is also 
shown by the following! "ad assidendum taUagium nostrum in 
civitatlbu.s, etc, separutim per capita vel in communi" (Close Rolls, 
39 Henry HI, m, 19 d). 

laiPipe Roll, 39. 40. 41 Henry HI. For other references to this 
tallage, see Madox, I, 350, n. x; T36. n. I; another case of tallage per 
capita, 740, n. d; II, 339, n. i; Excerpla, H, 911; RoL Orig., I, 15; 
Cat. Pal. Rolli, II, *04. Matthew Paris, V, 569, says that the Lon- 
doners were tallaged in 500m in 1956 "et ut color chusk variatus est, 
nunc ad opus regis, nunc ad opus reginx, expectantes ad opus 
Edwardi, quasi servi ultimas conditionis, etc." The Jews were bound 
to pay the earl of Cornwall 8.000 marks (Cal. Pat. Rolti, II, WO); 
Rymer, I, 315. 

'" Close Rolls, 41 Henry III, m. 8 d; Rymer, I, 361 ; Matthew Paris, 
V, 639, 645-647, 649; Theok., p. 158; Dumt., p. 903. The king was 
at Chester till August 17, when he went into Wales, and was again 
at Chester on September 19 (Cal. Pat. RolU, II, 573J7T). Meo 
were on the king's service in Wales at different times all siunmer 
(ibid., pp. 586, 595-598). 

i!»The following cases show that only part of the tenant's service 
was summoned. The amount of service owed is taken from the Pipe 
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Roll of 42 Henry III, In the account of the ecutftge. Fractions are ' 
omitted. The service summoned is given in the Close Rolls, 41 Henry 
lU, m. S d; RTmer, I, 361; Lordi' Report on iht Dignity of a Pe*r, 
111, App., I, p. 14. 







KnlghU 




Service 




Roger de Mohun . 


41 




Dora, and Somera. 


Philip de Columbariis 


10 




Dors, and Somers. 


Hugh de NeviU . 


SO 




Dors, and Somers. 


Henry dc Novo Burgo 


15 




Dors, and Somers. 


William de Kayncs 


3 




Dors, and Somers. 


Aluredus de Lincoln 


34 




Dors, and Somers. 


Hugh de Vivoniis . 


11 




Dors, and Somers. 


John dc Curtenay . 


93 




Devon. 


Henry de Percy . 


30 




York. 


Roger de Sumery . 


50 




Staff. 


Robert de Brus . 


10 




Essex and Hert. 


Jordan de SaukvUl 


1 




Oxford. 


Peter Achard 


1 




BerlM. 


Reginald (Roger) de F 


aviUy 1 




Wilts. 


Almaricus dc S. Aniand 


IH 




Oxford 


Ralph Musard 


15 


3 


Notts, and Derby. 



From this list we see tiiat some tenants were expected to perform 
full service. The ablrat of St. Albans, fl fees, sent two Imights and 
eight sergeants (= four knights} (Matthew Paris, VI, 3T3-3T4). 

no "w. de Fortibus comes Altfemarl' qui propter infirmltalem 
Bitam illi exercitui interesse non potuit et habuit uiitites etc. et hsbet 
Bcutagium" (Scutage Rolls, no. 8); other cases are given in this roll. 

1*1 The abbot of St. Albans summoned his knights to serve. On 
this barony, it was the custom for the tenants by military service 
to assemble and choose six representatives, the others contributing 
lo their support in the array. But the abbot was unable to force 
fais tenants to serve and had himself to provide the service of Ut 
fee (Matthew Paris, VI. 374^76). The abbess of Wilton was unable 
to distrain her knights to serve, "quod mililcs vestros ad sua serviclft 
facienda distringere non valetis" (Close Bolls, 41 Henry III, m. 4 d). 

K'On September 14, the king granted Philip Basset his scutage 
"quia per commune consiLum comitum, baronum, et aliorum magna- 
tum nobiseum In Wallia nuper existentium provisum est quod habeant 
Bcutagium suum"; in a similar writ dated September 85, the last 
expression runs: "provisum est quod nos el ipsi qui servieium nobla 
fecerunt in Wallia habcamus scutagium nostrum" (Scutage Rolls, 
no. B, m. 1); Dvnil., p. iOl ; Theok., p. 13fii Madox, II, 70, n. g. 
I That the levy was not put in charge before the campaign Is shown 
[ by two entries: one showing that on July 16, the king remitted to hU 
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took a fine or aid which was greater than their scutage,'*' 
Rear-vassals were asked to grant their lords an aid to 
help pay the fine."* A tenant who performed his service, 
even when he furnished only part of the quota due from 
him, was allowed to collect scutage from his vassals with 
the king's permission."* The incidence of the levy did 
not stop with the immediate vassal of the tenant in chief/" 

brother. RiciiBrd, all his service for this army, "and if a scuta)^ be 
levied for the solil army, the king grants, etc." (Cat. Pat. RoUt, II, 
£71) J the otlier that of the bishop of Bath [ibid., p. 561), 

i»> "De hiis qui feccrunt flnem pro servicio suo et pro Bcutagio 
babendo"; "Abbas de Abbindon' similiter flnem fecit cum rege pro 
servicio auo quod regi debet et pro scutagio suo tialiendo" (Scutage 
Rolls, DO. S); sometimes a tenant paid part fine and performed part 
of his service: Ralph Basset "tam per finem quam per servidum 
Buutn satisfecit regi pro scutagio suo hal>endo" (ibid.). These fines 
do not ordinarily appear in the Pipe Roll, but there are some entries: 
"Abbas de Burgo debet c et xx li. de U feodis sed noil debet inde 
Summoneri per finem cc marcarum Inde factam sicut contioetur in 
rotulo principali" ; William de Dyva 20ia fine "pro cxercitu Wallii 
sicut continelur in rotulo de eisdctn flnibus" (Pipe Roll, 49 Henry 
111, Northamp., Oxf., m. d, 18 d). In the Patent Roll, the pay- 
ment over and above the scutage ts called an aid: "the king ... is 
requiring from their lord a competent aid beyond the service due 
from him" (Cat. Pat. Rollt, 11, 599, 600). 

i"Cal. Pal. RolU, above. 

"'Scutage Rolls, no. 8j the tenants, cited in note 139, who were 
summoned with part of their service received writs of quittance. 
Some of them fined instead of serving, t.g. Peter Achard and Ralph 
Musard {ibid.). 

1** Thomas de Wherewetan, a rear-vassal, paid scutage to his lorda 
and was allowed to collect it from his tenants (CaL PM. Boll*, II, 
666). 

This is the account of the scutage: Scutage at £9. 



Clerical tenants 451 13 

Forty-six lay tenants (eadi S or more fees) . 900* IT 

Other lay tenants (each fewer than 5 fees, etc.) STO 10 

Four clerical tenants who fined . . . 980 i 

Sergeants 13 18 

Total 3490 19 

Paid, 1258, 1959 279 4 

Fees taxed, shout, ISOO. 
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Among the 46 greater lay tenants tiie following are reckoned as 
one tenant each: the honors of Henry de Essex (£113 4s)y Hagenet 
(£100) and an entry of £63 for the honor of Peverel in Essex and 
Hertford. Five more of these tenants hold of the honor of Boulogne. 
Of the sum charged against the lesser tenants, £911 are on the honors 
of Boulogne and Peverely leaving about £460 charged against tenants 
in chief. A charge of £13 18s against sergeants should also be 
noticed. The account that I have of the scutage of this year is 
incomplete, for I failed to copy from tiie Pipe Roll the scutage in 
the following counties: Salop, Stafford, Gloucester, Lancashire, and 
London and Middlesex. 



887 



CHAPTER rx 

The End of the Reign 



AFTER 1258, there was a lull in the struggle over 
taxation. Tlie power of the barons in the govern- 
ment was reflected in the cessation of demands for aid 
from them. None was asked for till 1269, when a twen- 
tieth was granted for the crusade. TJius the king suc- 
ceeded in obtaining at that time what he had failed to 
get in 1253 from the tenants in chief. It is likely that 
hia success was due to the belief that he really did intend 
to use the money for the crusade. The clergy however 
demanded that the twentieth should be held in deposit till 
Henry III or his son departed. Without doubt, the 
barons were influenced to grant the twentieth by the fact 
that Henry III had levied no tax on property since 1237, 
and thus had convinced them that there was no danger 
of his establishing the right to tax them at will. The 
method of assessment and collection resembles that 
employed in the early part of the reign. To say that 
the council granted the twentieth does not accurately 
describe the issue of this tax. The military tenants 
agreed to it; then the bishops conceded it on their 
demesnes; later the beneficed clergy consented to it; the 
towns paid a tallage. This division of the levy suggests 
that each part of the community granted its own tax and 
that the council of military tenants in chief represented 
only those who held by knights' service. 

The chief feature of this period was the taxation of 
the clergy. Following the precedent established before 
the revolution of 1258, they were taxed four-tenths and 
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a twentieth. In each case, the pope or his legate assented 
to or requested it, but the consent of the English clergy 
was also requisite. Generally the levy was made on the 
basis of the assessment of 1254, though not always. The 
assessment and collection were usually in the hands of the 
clergy. Composition was often allowed. Thus the clergy 
granted the tax, and in the main assessed and collected 
it, and in a measure tried to supervise the expenditure. 
Two tallages were taken and a donum on religious bodies, 
and there was also papal taxation of the clergy. 

In 1260, a tallage was levied. The kingdom was divided 
into districts, each embracing several counties. Two 
commissioners were sent to each district to assess the 
tallage, except in London and Middlesex, where the assess- 
ment was made by the justiciar, Hugh Bigod. The 
assessors delivered a copy of their roll to the sheriff who 
collected the money. They could at their discretion 
allow a city to compound in a lump sum, or they could 
assess it per capita, and they were to see that the rich 
did not shift the burden of the tax onto the poor. Tbe 
writs of assessment were sent out in June and the tallage 
was to be paid at the exchequer, half on November 1 and 
half at the Easter following.' A contribution was also 
asked from the moneyers, who protested that they were 
not accustomed to pay a tallage. They finally agreed to 

iRot. Orip., I, 16bj Vincent, p. 110; Cat. Pol. Rollt, III, 75-76. 
Rojal ufficiala were appointed as assessors. Geoffrey dc Leuknor 
wa.i in tS6!j appointed justice In eyre (ibid., p. 000} i WlUiam de 
Hecham and William de Engleby were in 1960 appointed to view 
the Bale of wines in certain munties [ibid., pp. 6fl, 67), and in the 
same year tile former was to hold an inquest into the seiiure of a 
ship (iftid., p. 103); Bobrrt dc Crcpping was in 1859 appointed 
lireper of the lands of William de Valence (i6irf., pp. 15, 23. 35) ; 
Hugh Bigod was justiciar. Tbe slicTiff of one of the counties in 
the district might be a tallager, a.g. Homo Haulejn. sheriff of Lin- 
coln, and Robert de Melsy, sheriff of Hereford, helped to tallage their 
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pay 200 marks on condition that their liberties were 
confirmed.' 

In 1262, the pope asked the prelates individually to 
make him an aid for the business of Sicilj, and he followed 
it up the next year with an order to the clergy to pay 
a hundredth of church revenues for five years for the 
Holy Land.* 

In the summer of 1264, after the battle of Lewes, there 
was danger of an invasion by the king's continental 
friends.' Great preparations for resistance were made. 
The sea was guarded and all the ports except Dover 
closed. The tenants by military service were summoned 
to arms in August. In addition, each vill, city, and 
borough was to furnish a quota of armed men,' By 
decision of the bishops, religious orders and the beneficed 
clergy were either to pay a subsidy or to furnish armed 
men.* At some time before September 1, the prelates 
granted a tenth for one year of ecclesiastical goods. 
Each bishop collected it in his diocese; it was to be levied 



i Cat. Pat. RolU, 111,89. 

■ Bliss, I. 379, 389, 383, 394. One chronicler states that In 1959 a 
thirtieth of oil ecclesiastical revenues H-os to be collected and paid 
to the hisfaops of Bath, Ely, and Rochester, together with arrears 
of tenths and other past oontributlons, to make up the sum of 5,500 
marlis. To Uiis amount these bishops had gone security to the pope 
for the king to enable him to avoid excommunication and an interdict 
(Floret HiitoHaTttm, ed. I-uard, Rolls Series H, *33; III, ai9-354). 
In December, I95T, the pope suspended these penalties for a time 
(Bliss, I, 35*} J Matlliew ParU says, V, B66, that the pope threatened 
an interdict nnd excommunicatloD, which the king avoided by sending 
him S,000 marks; the pope In a letter of December, 125T, speaks of 
5,500 marks to l>e pnid to these three bishops (Rymer, I, 368). 

t Cat. Pal. Roll*, III, 338; Shirley, II, 357-2T3. 

BC<i(. Pal. Rolli. Ill, 3W. 341, 3*9, 351, 353, 354-368{ Shirley, IT, 
359, 269, 3TI; Coitt. Flor. Wig., U, 193; Lib. da A«l. Lfg., pp. 67^9. 

'Cal Pal. RolU, III, 365. This payment was probnbly the tenth 
spolten of below, although Dunstable sent four horsemen and six foot' 
men and also paid the tenth (Duntf., p. 933); Shirley, II, ST3; 
Okronieon Willelmi lU Bithaiiger (Camden Society), p. 35. 

200 
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tecundum communem aatimationeTR of the revenues.' As 
an instance of the despotic power of Simon may be cited 
the order which he issued in September to the bishops to 
pay the tax at once, or the sheriffs would collect it.' As 
soon as the pope heard of the levy, he commanded the 
bishops to turn the receipts over to his legate, Ottobon." 
The death and overthrow of Simon did not cause the 
cessation of the tax. It was still collcct<}d and the pope 
ordered it to be delivered to the king.'" 

The restoration of Henry UI to power in 1265 was 
attended by fines on those who had been partisans of the 
earl of Leicester, especially the towns. London paid 
20,000 marks, Oxford SOO marks, Hereford 600 marks, 
and Lincoln 1,000 marks. '^ Some prelates paid fines." 

The Tenth, 1266" 

The expenses of the war and tlie disorder of the king- 
dom made new taxation necessary. The pope's tribute 
had not been paid in five years." Clement IV was asked 
to aid the king from the revenues of the English church 

^CaS. Pal. ICollt, III. 345, 346. AGBt Duml.. p. 333; Lib. d« Ant. 
Leg., p. 69; Wykes, p. 15S; Florf Bl»t., II. 469; Rymer, I, USt 
Bll&s I, 433; Chron. Will de Ruhaager. p. 36; Lordt' Report on 
the Dignity of a Pttr, Vol. Ill, App. I, p. 39. 

« Bymer, I, 445. 

»Ibid., I, 459 1 BUsa, 1,433. 

10 Rj-mcr, I, 469. 

J' Lib. dt Ant. L»g., p. 60; Cal. Pat. Jtollt. Ill, 530, 548. 554, 56T, 
5TS; ibid. (Record Com.), p. 40b; Annalfi Londonitntet (ed. Stubbs), 
p. 70. 

I'Cont. Flor. Wig., II, 194; the bishop of Lincoln, 500 marks 
"whereby he made a fine with the king for not having done his 
serviee that time"; he paid £100 and tlie rest of the fine was par> 
doned (Cal. Pat. Roll*, III, 333); the bishop of Winchester, 600 
marks ()6iU, 349). 

13 The volume of Colondor of lh« Pattnl RalU. 1866-1372, came to 
hand loo Inte to be used in the following taxes. 

1' Ottobon was to collect the S.OOOni due out of the tenth (Bliss. I, 
433, 424). This was not done: "de aolvendo Clementi Paps 7,000ni 

Ml 
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and in 1266 he granted a tenth of the spiritualities and 
temporalities of the clergy for three years, except those 
of certain orders. The grant was confirmed by tlie Eng- 
lish prelates before it was collected."' At the meeting 
where this was done, the king tried to get the clergy to 
consent to pay a larger sum, but the request was refused." 
The collection was in charge of the papal legate, Ottobon ; 
under him each bishop collected it in his diocese," The 
tenth was to be assessed "according to the true, and not 
according to the old valuation."" But the valuation 
according to which the tax of the first year was levied 
seems to have been that of 1254, the Norwich assessment." 
The king was not satisfied with this, but as long as the 
legate remained in England, no change was made. Otto- 
bon departed, however, in 1268, leaving strict orders that 
the tenth was not to be assessed or collected by the laity 
and that lay force should not be employed to compel 
payment." Immediately, royal officers were sent out to 
make a new assessment by means of juries of the locality.*' 

de Arrrngiis annul census, l.OOOm per annum" July, 13ST {Cal Fat. 
Rolli, Record Com., p. Wai Rymer, I, 4T3}. 

11 Gasquet, Henrg III and the Church, p. 419; Wig., p. 4i7j Cotton, 
p. 141i Wjkes, p. 312; Osmi/, p. 198; Cont. Flor. Wig.. II, 198; 
Winl., p. 104; Wav., p. 3T1; Gerv. Cant., 11, 243; Rymer, I, 4T3i 
Bliss, 1, 433; A»nalet Land., p. 80; Chron. Will. d« Riihanper. pp. 
fll, 04. 

la Duiut, p. 344. 

I'Gasquet, p. 413; see letters of Ottobon concerning the tenth 
(Raine, Letter* from Northern RtffiHert, pp. T, 13) ; BUbs, I, 439. 

la Bliss, I, 433. 

>s Graham, E. H. R., XXIII, 43S. The case of the abbot of St. 
Edmunds given below suggests, though it does not state, that the 
assessment which was used at first was that of the bishop of Morwich. 

'0 Wiiitins, Concilia, 11, Bl. Lay force should not compel payment 
unless ecclesiastical penalties failed, and the initiative in Its employ- 
ment should not come from the king, but from the clergy. 

2' "secundum verum valorem . . . per KStimationem plebeiorum ad 
hoc vocatoruni" {Cont. Flor. Wig., II, B09). It Is cleor tliat this was 
done after Ottobon'a departure. In July, ISliS, just before he left, 

3« 
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The Dew assessment was much more stringent than the 
old, so much so that the bishops preferred to compound 
for their tenth. The abbot of St. Edmunds had paid his 
tenth of the first year, but to avoid the new assessment, 
he paid the bishop a tenth for three more years, calcu- 
lated on the Norwich assessment, on the property which 
had been included in that valuation. That assessment 
had however omitted certain property of the abbot on 
which he now had to pay the tenth for the two remaining 
years according to the new valuation made by the royal 
assessors. '° In 1269, the clergy stated that in some 
cases the new assessment had raised the valuation of their 
property from ten marks in 1264' to twenty-six marks 
in the new tenth and so on in proportion.*' 

the legate wrote to the itrchbishop of York Uist the tenth was not 
to be ussesaed or eoUected by the laity (Wilkins, II, SI). The 
Continuator of the Flowers of Worcester states that the tenth of 
the first year had already been paid nben the new valuation was 
made; he refers to the ossessorB as "exactore* . . . regales" and con- 
trasts them witli the "episco|)8lea exactores" and gives the date of 
the assessment as 1S68, the year of Ottabon's departure (Coat. Flor. 
Wig., II, 302)) in 1869, the clergy complained that the tenth was 
collected by the laity (WiUdns, II, 19). See also Cal. Pal. BolU. IV, 
SVl. 3tl, 313, 339, 3S9, 379, 3S0, 404. 

itConl. Flor. Wig., 11, 308; the bishop of M'indiester paid £3,000 
for the tenth of his diocese for three years (^'incent, p. 9*. citing 
Patent Rolls, 54 Henry HI, m. II). Probably other prelates in addi- 
tion to the abbot of St. Edmunds paid the tenth for four years 
according to the old valuation in order to cseajie the new assess- 
ment: "rex . . - tandem extorsit, ut pro recompensatione vcri valuris 
non pereepti per tricnnium decimain quarti anni singuti reddere 
cogerentur"; "per quadriennalem decimaruni rxtorslonem" (Wykea, 
pp. £35, 33T); in 13Q9, the king, according to one authority, tried 
to collect the tenth for a fourth year, but the clergy protested {Conl. 
Flor. fViff,, II, 903); the chnmicler may however refer to the pay- 
ments described in this note. The total amount of composition was 
about 40,000 marks In the following dioceses: Worcester, Bath, Salis- 
bury, Winchester, Norwich, London, Bly, Lichfield, Lincoln (Col, 
Fat. Roll,, IV, SIT, 267, 869, 353, 354, SJfl, 359, 373, 417). 

:■ Wilkins, II, 19. This tenth was extended to Ireland (Rymer, I, I 
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In 1268, n tnlUgc was levied," assessed by royal officials 
who were delegated for this work probably by the exche- 
quer." As usual, towns and vills either compounded or 
paid a per capita charge. Even in the former case, the 
royal officials exercised some supervision over the assess- 
ment, for they were instructed to prevent unfair taxation 
of the poor. The collection was made by the sheriif." 

Peace between the king and the last of the rebellious 
barons was finally made in 1268. The latter were 
allowed to redeem their lands, but they claimed that they 
were too poor to do this. Influenced by Ottobon, the 
bishops agreed to the levy of a twentieth on the spirit- 
ualities and temporalities of the clergy to be paid to the 
king on behalf of the disinherited barons." The tax was 
levied according to the assessment of 1254" and was 
collected by the bishops and archdeacons.'" 



»* Madox, I, 737, n. m; 748, n. n; 749, n. »,■ 756, n. »; Vincent, pp. 
109, 111; CaL Pat. UoU* (Record Com.), pp. 41b, iSb. 

*>In Cambridgeshire, the king's escheator made the assessment 
{Libtr Mem. dv Bcntewelle, p. 80). 

" The tallage was to be levied "separatim per capita, vel in com- 
muni, pruut msgis viderit expedire"; if a line were made in gratttt, 
the tajlager was to remain till the' tallage was assessed "it« quod 
divitibus nan parcatiir, nee pauperes indebite graventur. Et extractos 
tocios tallagii predict! libexetis vicecomitibus nostris citia Tr«ntan^ 
»A Ulud tallagium Icvandum" (Rymer, 1, 47B). 

»i Raine. pp. IT, 18; Wykes, pp. 319-230; a fortieth, Otrus, p- *ie. 

!» "secundum taiationem doinini Walteri de Suthfeud, quondam 
epiacopi Norwyccnsia" (Bartholomew Cotton, HUtoria Anglicana, cd. 
Luard, Rolls Series, p. 141 ) ; "taxacio facta per bone memorie 
dominura Walterutn episeopum Norwj-censem" (Liber Mem. d» 
DtmtweiU, p. 191), there is no date given for this last Taluation; 
the amount paid was a tW'cntleth and the valuHtion refers either to 
the levy of 1868 or to the twentieth for the crusade of 1870. 

" Thus the archbishop of York ordered tlie archdeaoon of Rich- 
mond to make a payment of fifty marks out of the twentieth w^ich 
the latter bad collected (aainc, p. 19). 
284 
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The Twentieth, 1269-1270 

The purpose of the twentieth was to supply money for 
the crusade made by Edward in 1270. As this was not 
one of the reguhir feudal aids in Engliind, the king could 
not levy it at will, nor did he obtain from any single body 
of men the authority to collect it from all the property 
in the realm. At some time before August 7, 1269,"° the 

"" The date of the grant can not he exactly fixed. Thomas Wykes 
says that Henry III summoned the prelates, lay magnates, and 
Important men of the towns to I^ondon to celebrate the translatioQ 
of the remains of St. Edward on October 13, 13fl9 (convocatis twi- 
versis Anglic prslatis et magnslibus, itecnon cunctanim regni sul 
dvitatum pariter et burgonitn potentioribus) (Wykes, p. i36) ; after- 
wnrd, a council was held and the king asked for a grant for the 
crusade. The question was discussed and a twentieth of the goods 
of the laity and of the lay fees of the clergy wa.s granted (coeperunt 
nobiles, ut assolent, parliamentatlonis geaere de regis et regni negotUs 
pcrtroctare . . . concessum est quod de universis iaicorutn inoblllbiu 
per regnuin AngliK sibi viceslmn solveretur) (ibid., p. Sil). Accord- 
ing to this source, the grant was made about the middle of Octol)er. 
Furthermore, we know that there was discussion of the twentieth at 
this time, for on Octol>er 14, the clergy refused to agree to it on the 
property of the diurchcs and of religious houses wiiich did not hold 
by mUitary service (Wilklns, II, IS-SO). But a letter from Henry III 
to the bishop of Worcester shows that the tax had already been 
granted when the October council met. This letter speaks of the 
tax as "vicesimom . , . nobis a magustibus et sliis regni nostri Hdeli- 
bus In subsidlum terra; sanctK concessum"; the date of the document 
is given at its close: "Teste me ipso apud Cicestr' vii die Augusti, a. 
r. n. liU," or August T, 1^69 (Wilkins, II, SO; Vincent, p. 93). 
Henry III was at Chichester on August T and 8 only, during the 
fifty-third year of his reign (Vincent, above). TTie instructions to 
the bishop show that the date of this letter is correct. He is ordered 
to have the knights, already chosen as assessors and collectors of 
the tax, take the oath which has been provided so that on the morrow 
of Michaelmas (1^9) they could at once proceed to carry out the 
orders concerning tlie twentieth which were sent with the letter 
{vobis mandamus rogantes quod a . . . Willielmo de Salsomarisco, etc 
electis ad vicesimam hujusmodi colligendam, recipiatis sacramentum 
. . . ita quod in crastino S. Ktichaelis proxime futuro sine ulterlore 
dilationc procedcre possint, ad faciendum in hac parte quod eis de 
predleta vlceslma secundum dictam fonuam iDjunzeriUs) (WilkinSi 
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lay and clerical tenants in chief granted a twentieth of 
the personal property on all lands of lay tenants in chief 
and on the lands which the clergy held by knights' ser- 
vice." Toward the end of April, 1270, the bishops and 

II, 90). Now the work for "n'tijch preparation was to be maiJe during 
August and September and H-hieh was to begin on September 30 
wag the asscssioent of the twentieth. The testimony of Wykes bears 
directly on this point; the goods which were assessed, he sajs, were 
those which were held on Sel)tember 39, 1869 (regis eupiditas . . . 
compulit ut secundum fere verum valorem, proul in festo S- Miebarlis 
proximo priccedente, quoK^unique bonorum genera habrbant. mobilia 
pariter et immobilia, taxarentur) (Wylies, p. 238). The twentieth 
on lay fees was granted, therefore, and the method and time of 
assessment provided in snuie council which met before August T, 
1369. What then was the action of the council described by Wykes? 
The chronicler can not be referring to the refusal of the clergy of 
October 1*, for he states speciBcally that It was the laity who were 
taxed: "concessum est quod dc univcrsis Inicoruro mobilibus per 
regnum Anglic sibi vicesima solveretur ut non solum ut preediximus 
clericorum mars up ia per quadrlennatem decimarum extorsionem 
vacua redderentur sed et regis insatlata cupido laicorum medullar 
profundissime scrutaretur" (ibid., p. 337). The grant of October 
must have been a confirmation of the previous decision to pay the 
twentieth, an action which was necessitated by the opposition to the 
tax (see below). Such a confirmation would have especial force 
because there was a very large attendance at tile October session, 
due to the unusual character of the religious ceremonies in connection 
with the feast ut St. Edward in 1369i no doubt many more were 
present than at the previous meeting. 

»i Vincent, pp, 93-96; Gerv. Cant,, II, 950; Conl. Ohroti. Will. cU 
Novo Burgo, II, 556, 557; Lib. de Ant. Leg., p. 133; Ann. Cfttrieiun. 
p. 100; Cotton, pp. 143, IM. TTiat the grant made at this time 
extended to the lay fees of the prelates is not certain. Thomas Wykes 
says that the tax was granted on the property of the laity, "de lUu- 
versis laicorum mobilibus." He is however contrasting this levy with 
the clerical tenths which had not been paid by property on land held 
by mQitary tenure. The chronicler's phrase therefore may mean the 
moveables on land held by lay tenure. There is also a writ on the 
Close Roll which, as paraphrased by Vincent (pp. 9S-9*), speaka of 
the "twentieth . . . grunted ... by the magnates and knights and 
other laymeni commanding those assigned for levying the tax not 
to Intermeddle at present with the goods of ecclesiastical persons," 
but the meaning of the document is not dear. In the councU of 
April SO, 1370, the bishops and heads of religious houses granted the 
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heads of religious houses agreed that the twentieth should 
be paid on their demesne lands. This grant by the prel- 
ates was not to form a precedent; the receipts were to 
be devoted only to the crusade and were to be held in 
deposit till the king or lus son departed." In October, 
1269, the beneficed clergy and the abbots and priors of 
the province of Canterbury refused to concede the 
twentieth." At some time in 1270, however, the bishops 
agreed that the property of the churches should pay the 
levy" and to this the beneficed clergy later assented." 
The twentieth was also collected on the royal demesne, 
apparently by virtue of the grant made by the tenants 
in chief. The towns often compounded for it, so that in 
effect they paid a tallage, a customary due." Thus in 
epite of opposition," the king finally obtained the tax 
from all classes in the kingdom. 

The government intended to make a new valuation of 
all property which was held on September 29, 1269. The 
assessment was often delayed till the goods were sold or 
consumed and the choice of that date aroused complaint." 

tveotieth on their demesnes. This mean.i, not that their fees were to 
ebcnpe, but that arrangements had already been made to tax them. 
We can say certainly that the prelates agre(;d to the tax on their 
fees at some time before April 90, 1970, and that probably the deci- 
Bion was made when the faity agreed to the twentieth, 

"Shirley, II, 336; Vlm^ent, p. 94; Raine, pp. 23, S4; Wilkiiu, 11, 
81, Si; meeting of the comicil mentioned and the twentieth {Wint., 
p. 109). 

•sWilklns, II, 19-SO. 

B« Raine, p. 35. 

!> Raine, p. 38. 

p" Vincent, pp. 97, 104. 

" See above, note 33( Wykes, p. 398. The statement of Cotton that 
the twentieth was asked for in 1369 but not granted till 1970, shows 
tJie opposiUon to the tax (Cotton, pp. 1*3, IM). 

■'"vicesimam verse jestimationis" (Raine, p. 38); "secundum fere 
verum valorem, prout in festo S. Michaells proximo priecedente" 
(Wykes, p. 998)) Vincent, p. 93. 

sn 



i 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



The method of assessment was about the same as in 1237, 
but there was a new device for choosing the jurors of 
the viU. The king sent assessors and collectors, usually 
four in number, into each county.'" These royal officials 
chose twelve men in each hundred; the latter then chose 
six men from each vill who swore to the value of the per- 
sonal property of every man in the vill. The property 
of the jurors was assessed by six other men of the vfll. 
All the officials were under oath. The goods assessed aa 
well as those exempt were enumerated in the writ; they 
comprised the same kinds of property as before," The 
royal commissioners received the money and delivered it 
to a body of three men who stored it in the New Temple 
at London.*' There were some exceptions to this scheme 
of assessment. The clergy were allowed to assess and 
collect the tax on their demesnes and on the property of 
the churches.*" There is no evidence to show whether 
they made a new assessment or levied the tax on the basis 
of the valuation of 1254." Some churchmen fined for 
the twentieth." 

The complete account of the tax was not rendered till 



»» In Bucks, there were two assessors; in Yorkaliire, six. 

"Vincent, pp. 92, 93, 94j WUkins, 11, 90. 

*» Vincent, pp. 98, lOft-lOi. The three men who received the money 
were a Templar, n Hospitaller, and a drrlc of the wardrobe; the 
whole of the twentieth was paid to them, both that coming from the 
regular county assessors and that from the clergy and the towns. 

<■ Shirley, II, 336; Vincent, p. 94; Huine, pp. S3, 94, 95; Wilkins, 
11, 32. llie king at first thought of compelling the clergy to pay to 
his own assessors: "si neccssc fuerit, ipsam vicesimam levari fnciant 
In manu forti" (Ralnc, p. 95), but thought better of it (Wilkins, II, 
82). He tried the plan in the archbishopric of York, but the arch- 
bishop intervened successfully to prevent its execution (Raine, p. 36). 

*« Probably the assessment used was that of 1354, The churchtDcn 
had preferred that in USS and 196B (see above, pp. 992, 994) ; the 
tenths of 13T3 were based on that valuation: "secundum taxatloiimi 
Northwicensem" {Dvttit., p. 256); sec above, p. 293, note 99. 

*i Raine, p. 38; Dtttut., pp. 354, SSI. 
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12789 but much of the money had been paid before Edward 
set out in 1270.*' The account of the twentieth follows:** 





£ 


s 


d 


Counties 


27,018 





7% 


Cities and towns 


2,086 


1 


4 


Bishops 


541 


6 


8 


Abbots and priors 


1,848 


9 


8 


Total 


81,488 


17 


10% 



Nearly the whole of this sum was spent on the crusade. 

«B He sailed August 30 (Ramsay, p. 979). 
40 Vincent, pp. 100-105; Madox, I, 610, n. t. 
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CHAPTER X 

SraiMABY 



IN our study of the material thus far presented, certain 
tentative conclusions have already been advanced. 
In this chapter, however, we shall endeavor to draw those 
conclusions together in a final statement which will deal 
in turn with the military service under John and Henry 
III, the scutage and the fine, the tallage, the donum, the 
carucage, and the tax on personal property, and, because 
of its marked development in the thirteenth century, with 
the great council and its relation to taxation. 

As the scutage grew directly out of knights' service, 
any study of it in the thirteenth century involves an 
examination of the amount of military service rendered 
to the king by his vassals. Round has estimated the 
servitium debitum under Henry H ai about 5,000 knights, 
a number which does not seem too large. For calculations 
dealing with the service due from England as a whole, 
it is however more convenient to take the numtrer of fees 
on which scutage was paid to the king rather than the 
servitium debitum. In a great many cases, we cannot 
do otherwise, for the amount of the latter is known in 
only about two-thirds of the lay holdings of five or more 
fees each,' and furthermore, in making our calculation on 
this basis no great error will be introduced. If we say 
that one-fourth of the fees of England compounded in 
any given year while three-fourths were exempt on account 
of service, and if we base each amount on the number of 
fees which accounted at the exchequer, we shall reach a 
proportion that would not be essentially different from 
that obtained by using the servitium debitum. The 

I Round, Feudal England, p. SW. 
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number of fees which accounted nt the exchequer prob- 
ably became fixed at some time before the close of the 
twelfth century, and certainly did not change materially 
after 1211.' The number was somewhat greater than the 
servitium debltum. If the old enfeoffment exceeded the 
servitium debitum on any holding, then the old enfeoffment 
was taxed ; contrariwise, if the servitium debitum exceeded 
the old enfeoffment, the servitium debitum was taxed. 
The new enfeoffment was never taxed except when the 
honor was in hand, though there were many cases when 
it was entered in the roll.' Ordinarily the old enfeoffment 
* The number of fees is regiilarty stated in the roll begitming with 



Hugh de Dover, Kent .... 13^ 
William de Ahrinds, Kent . . . 91^ 
Walkelln de Mamignot, Kent 
Walter de Mayeniie, Kent 
John de Port. Hants 
Aluredua de Lincoln, Dors, and Somen, 
Gerbert de Percy, Dors, and Somcrs. 
William de Curcy, Dors, and Somers. 
William dc Mohun, Dors, and Somers. 
Robert de Beauchamp, Dors, and Somers. 
Walter Waleram, Wilts . 
Humphrey de Boun, Wilts . 
Eari of Essex, Essex and Herts . 
Walter FiU Robert, Essex and Herts 
WilliHm de Munfiehet, Essex and Herts 
Earl of Arundel, SuNsex 
Gervuse Painel, Staff. 
Bsdenin de Munemue, Hereford . 
Waller de Wshull, Bocks and Bedf. 
Robert de Albeny, Bucks and Bedf. 
Richnrd de Haia, Lincoln 
Roger dc Mowbray, York . . . 68^ n% 80 

The clergy regularly paid on the fees gwo* r»cog»oteit onlj. 
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exceeded the servitiura debitum. The total number of 
fees which were liable for scutage in the thirteenth century 
was somewhat over 6,500,' 

\Vhen we examine the scutage accounts of the first 
half of the thirteenth century, we see that the king in 
summoning the host did not actually secure all this 
service in the field. The number of fees which purchased 
exemption by scutage or fine varied from 800 in 1221 to 
4,000 in 1205.° If wc consider the holders rather than 
the fees, we get the same result. Taking 150 as a fair 
number of lay tenants holding five or more fees each in 
the kingdom, we see that although a majority of them 
usually continued to perform their service, yet many 
compounded for it. Not only did part of the tenants 
fail to serve, but those who answered the summons to the 
host brought with them only part of their nominal con- 
tingents. We cannot say when this practice of serving 
with only fractional quotas became widespread, but 
probably it was custoraary from the beginning of John's 
reign.' The king sometimes summoned only a fraction of 
the knights: Henry II, in 1157, called out a third;' 
Richard in 1194, a third, and in 1198 a tenth;' and John 
in 1205 a tenth.' These summons have been treated as 
though they were merely examples of an occasional 
practice,'" but taken in conjunction with the other 
evidence of reduced service, they seem to be the subsli- 

• See above, pp. 187, note 33; 243, note 80; 357, note 14. 

Morris, The Wehh Wan of Edu^ard I, p. 36, gives about tbe sBmc 
figlires: "towarrts 7,000." He liassB bis conclusions on the Pipe Rolls 
of T and 6 Edward I. Morri.s, howcTer, is wrong in thinking that his 
conclusion differs from that of Round. Tbey are caleulsting different 
tblngE. Round is estimating the serritium dcbitum and Morris is 
tailing the number of fees that pa}> scutage, a number which In the 
thirteenth eentur; is larger thnn the serritium debitum. 

*See above, pp. 71, 139. 

■See above, pp. 18, note 160; 64, note 35T; 97. 110, 111, 150, 174, 
183, IK, 936, S45, 35S, 9B5, 
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The composition of an army of 1818 
''Exercitus summonitus apud Stamford* . 
Henricis regis secundo'* (Scutage Rolls, no. 
some examples: 



shows partial service: 
. . anno regni domini 
9). The following are 



Ser- 
vice 


Kniffhts 

fur- 
nished 


60 


5 


2»^ 


5 


15 


5 


13 


1 


51 


5 


961 


91 


109 


4 


35 


3 


15 


5 


88 


5 


90 


15 


10 


15 


68 


5 


60 


30 


100 


10 


195 


5 


40 


10 


63 


3 


30 


4 


6 


10 



Hervey Bagot 
John Fitz Alan 
Bishop of Hereford 
Robert de Chandos 
Walter de Lacy 
Earl of Gloucester 
Earl of Warwick 
Oliver de Aincurt 
Peter de Brus 
William de Mowbray 
Archbishop of York 
Bishop of Durham . 
Gilbert Gaunt 
Abbot of Peterborough 
Honor of Wallingford 
Roger Bigod . 
Abbot of S. Edmunds 
Robert Fit* Walter 
Earl of Oxford 
Abbot of S. Albans 

From an account of another army (during the minority, for Falkes 
de Br^aut6 served), the following cases are taken (Scutage Rolls, 
no. 3) : 

Bishop of Norwich . 
Roger ClifFord 
William de St. John 
Earl Warenne 
Earl of Salisbury . 
Earl Ferrers . 
Honor of Wallingford 
John Fitz Alan 
Richard de Munflchet 
Robert Marmiun 
Norman de Arescy 
Walter de Lacy 
Ivo de Heris . 

f Chronica Roberti de Torigneio, ed. Richard Hewlett, ChronieUt 
of the Reigns of Stephen, Henry II and Richard I, IV, 193. 
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60 
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19 
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55 
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60 


15 


40 
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68 


10 


100 


19 


99% 
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47 
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11 
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90 
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51 
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tutioD of a uniform fractional part of the service for the 
irregular fractional contingents which the tenants ordi- 
narily brought to the host. By the middle of Henrj Ill's 
reign, the partial service from the greater fees was coming 
to be recognized in law as the total service which the king 
could exact from the holding." That is, a new servitiuro 
dcbitiun had been created. By Edward I's day, the king 
had abandoned in many cases any claim which in theory 
he might still have maintained to more than a small 
fraction of the old servitium debitum." If the greater 
tenants (each five or more fees) had their service thus 
reduced, it might be expected that the lesser tenants 
(each fewer than five fees) would have their service 
entirely commuted into money. This was true of the 
majority, though some lesser vassals continued to serve 
with the host in person or by deputy." 

The reduced amount of service was insufficient for the 
king's needs, at least for campaigns abroad. Both John 
and Henry III continually employed mercenaries ns well 
as tenants in their armies." Special inducements were 
made to tenants to serve overseas for a long period. In 
1204, Henry de Scalarlis crossed to Normandy with two 
knights and in return his father was acquitted of his 
scutage and pardoned a forest fine of sixty marks." 
William de Mara owed the Jews £25 10s which was par- 

"Hov., Ill, 34.9; Chron. Joe. d« Bralc., p. 63. See also Powicke, 
The Lo» of Normntidy, rfi. VIII, and especlalty p. 316, in regard to 
B summoDs of 1196. Professor Powicke's book contains rauch material 
on the financial and mililary aspects of John's reign, but it come to 
band too late to be of service here. 

>RoI. lAlt. Pat., p. 5£a. 

10 Pollock and Maitlsnd, Hittory of Eitgluh Law (3d ed.}, I, 955. 

'■ See abOTc, pp. 921, 345 ff. 

■3 Parliamenlary Writ: 1. 197; Morris, p. 43^. 

1* See index: lesser tenants. 

usee index; mercenaries. 

10 Rot. iife., p. 89. 
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duned by the king in June, provided he served with three 
knights and five sergeants till the following Easter." A 
debt of 250 marks owed by Geoffrey de Say to the Jews 
was pardoned under similar conditions.'^ In 1218, men 
promised to serve the king usually for a year, and in 
return debts to the exchequer were cancelled." Did the 
king want more or fewer English tenants with him? For 
the Welsh wars, a large force of knights was not neces- 
sary, as the most valuable army was a combination of 
knights and footmen, a condition due to the mountainous 
character of the country,'" and it is likely that the king 
obtained knights enough from his tenants.'" But in 
France conditions were different. The king's dependence 
there was mainly on knights, and he docs not seem to 
have succeeded in obtaining a sufficient number from his 
English tenants. The loss of Normandy was due in part 
to the withdrawal of the English vassals. In 1205 and in 
1213, campaigning on a large scale was abandoned because 
the English tenants refused to take part." In 1214, after 
considerable success, John asked that more tenants come 
to his aid." Henry III undertook to invade France in 
1229 only after consultation with the barons; he also 

<« Rot. Ub, p. «9. 

" Ibid., p. 48. In 1304 a certain At NcTill fined in GOm and one 



palfrey to marry the widov 
"et serviet regl gotus miles 
custum suum" (Pipe Roll, 

"Rot. ObL, pp. 465-476. 

'» Morris, pp. Ifl, 18. 

"> Mercenaries however w 
disaelEcd for fnllure to serve 



of Jordan de Anevill and have her land 
-um equfs et armls per annum unum ad 
John, m. 3 d). 



• used against the Welih; tenants were 
In 1911 an Insufficient number answered 
the first summons (see aliove, pp. 101, 145, 306, 344, S4i). In 
1245, the host which accompanied the liing's person was sufficient! 
"QuIb rex credit Eufficicntcm gentem se habere ad inlmlcos regis 
graTnndoG" (Cloiie Rolls, no. 58, m. 3 d] ; additional Imlghts were to 
go to other parts of Wales. 

^1 See above, p. 69, and below, p. 310. 
"See above, p. 113. 
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I noteworthy that 
e or two fees, continued 



failed to answer the 




granted them their scutages before the host assembled, 
evidently that they might be able to come as weU equipped 
as poHsible." On two other occasions he showed his 
reliance on the English tenants," The same desire of the 
king is shown when we look at the tenants who appeared 
in the host. The greater tenants for the most part con- 
tinued to serve, although a fine or a scutnge would often 
have been less burdensome. It i 
lesser tenants, even men holding oi 
to serve in person or by deputy."' 
Furthermore, a tenant who 
summons to the host niight still fear the loss of his lands. 
The abbot Samson hastened to satisfy Richard for his 
knights lest he should lose his barony as others had done 
before him." There are several cases of disseizin under 
John, though none of h great baron." Under Henry III 
there are frequent references either to disseizin or to dis- 

!> See above, pp. ITl, ISl, ISe, note4S; 1ST. 

» In 13*2 and 1353 (see above, pp. 33\ ff., 954, 361 f.). 

26 If we take 150 as the number of tenants who held ftvc or more 
fees each, we see tbat usually only s minority paid seutage or fine. 
except in 1S05, when only a picked body of knlf^ts was sent. See 
above for the number of greater tenants who iM^mpoundcd, pp. S9, 
93, 36, 4T, 46, 55, and see Index: tenants. In U43, eight earls went 
with Henry III (Matthew Paris, IV, 198). The king's letter of that 
year in which he asked kni^ts to come to bis aid and promised them 
remission of Unes und also wages, if they demanded them, does not 
show that the king was unable to enforce service in Gaseony (Rynier, 
I, 946). Tlic tenants had already agreed to fine and Henry III was 
unable to set this bargain a-slde at will. He had therefore to ask 
them for service as a favor. Notice the entry in the Dunstable annals, 
above, p. 396, note 11. Some cases of tenants holding fewer than 
five fees who served have been given above in the references on p. 303, 
DOU 6; see p. 304, note 13. 

i*"timens ne amitteret aaisinam baronie sue pro defectu scrvlcl! 
regis, sicut contigerat episcopo Lundonienai et mnltis baronlbos" 
{CAron. Joe. de Brak., p. 63). 

"Henry de Crikctol in 1905 {Bat. Obi, p. 301); Malgenw le 
Vavasur in 1910 (Madox, I, 663, n. v) ; William de Kai-" in IZOT 
{Rot. Liu. Claui., I, 85a) J Hugh de Gomaco, Fulk Fiti Warin, and 
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traint to compel tenants to aerve." Some of the orders 
thus referred to may have been merely formal, yet the 
practice of disseizin or distraint, as a means of compelling 
obedience to the summons, must have been in force, else 
it is difficult to see how the king could have got so much 
service out of his tenants, particularly for campaigns in 
France." 

One cause of the decrease in the amount of service 
rendered by the greater tenants was their inability to 
exact knights' service from their vassals. The latter 
were reluctant to acr\-e. In 1198 the tenants of the abbot 
of St. Edmunds claimed that they were bound to pay 
Bcutage, but not to serve outside England." The tenants 
of the abbey of Evesham were unwilling to serve." In 
1258, the tenants of the abbot of Ramsey refused to serve 
and the abbot had to hire knights and sergeants." In 
1257 the abbot of St. Albans with difficulty got his knights 
to acknowledge that they owed service." The success of 



Badwinus dp Hodenet for wiUidrswing from the king's service in 
1803 {Rot. Lib., ]>p. 73, 71) i Philip dc Aire for failure to answer the 
Bummons (ibid., p. 69) ; Matthew de Clivedon, Ellas Ginant, and 
Robert of London In 1210 {Madox, I, 491, n. b, d. «) ; Duncan de 
La.-icetes for the Scottish expedition (ibiif., p. 6(i3, n. u): Albreda 
de Lincoln In 1910 (Pipe Roll, 13 John, Dors, and Somers., Nova 
Obtala). 

"■In isai the aheriff was forbidden to trouble those tenants who 
did not answer the suminons to the army of Biham {Rot. Lilt. Claut., 
I, 475a) f in 1393, tenants who had failed to serve in the armjr of 
Wales were disseiied (ibid., 579b) ; the case of Robert de Amauri 
(ibid., 817a) ; sec also above, pp. 225, 226, 2*5, 231, 355. 

i* This conclusion seems to be warranted also by the fact that when 
the tenant was excused from the host by the king, a writ was issued 
to the sheriff not to distrain him for his service: Henry de Waltham 
In 1339, the Templars in 1331 { Thomas Mauduit woi In the host and 
was not to be distrained for his service (Cloi* RotU, I, 216, 540, 593), 

»ii Chron. Joe. dt Brak.. p. 63. 

«' William Salt Areh. Sor. Coll., V, part I, p. 3. 

" Maitland, Manorial Court; pp, 60-62. 

IS Matthew Paris, VI, 375-378. See above, pp. 210, 245, 385. 
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the rear-vassals has been attributed to the lack of power 
of the baronial courts. The lords were UDable to compel 
their knights to perform their service without the aid of 
the king's court, which gave them little assistance.*' 
Although there is evidence that royal aid was necessary 
during John's reign,*^ this explanation of the decline of 
service is on the whole unsatisfactory because it implies 
that the king was indifferent to the number of knights 
which he obtained from his vassals, whereas the contrary 
seems to have been true. It has also been suggested that 
sub-infeudation was so great that there were few actual 
knights left who were holding land,"' and undoubtedly this 
was an important factor.'^ But of greater importance 
were the character of the campaigns and the increased 
value of a knight's service. Tenants were expected to 
serve both in England and in France, At home, cam- 

>* PoUock and Maitland, I, 3T9. 

II For the carl of Cbester (Bot. Lilt. Pat., p. SSb, I£09>. Id 1903. 
Tbomas de Arc7 was to be helped In making his tenants serre: "Rex 
etc. G. tilio Petri etc. . . . et milltes ipsius Thome distringatis que d 
Bervitia sua faciant que taeere dehent" {Rot. Lib., p. M). 

" Pollock Btid MalUand. I. ST2-9T*. 

9' Most of this sub-infrudation in the higher ranks of rear-vassals 
must have taken place before the tJilrteenth century. The practice 
of dividing fees Into fractional parts should not be exaggerated, 
though many examples can be cited of tenants who held tenth, 
twentieth, fortieth, and sixtieth parts of fees. Some of tlicse were 
new creations. It is likely that the siie of holdings among rear- 
vassals remained fixed In the thirteenth century just as they did 
among the tenants in chief, and that there were therefore many reai^ 
vassals who held more than one fee. If one compares the sccount 
of the escheated honor of Pererel in 1211 with the account in IMS 
(Pipe Roll, 13 John, m. 3 d; 30 Henry III. m. 6 d). it will be seen 
that there has been very tittle change. Only a few of the tenants 
hold less than one fee each. Certainly at the opening of John's 
reign, sub-infeudation had not been carried to such an extreme that 
it would be impossible to get military service (see the account of 
the honor of Gloucester, part of the bishopric of Lincoln, and the 
honor of Wallingford; Rot. Cann.. 3 John, pp. S5-S6. 379-279, 9S6-36flt 
also the account of the honor of Boulogne, Pipe Roll, 17 Jtrfin, m. 1). 
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paigns were like raids; it was not necessary to assemble 
the whole host, a fact which would tend to reduce the 
number of knights which each tenant furnished. In 
France, campaigns required more men, but the long 
period of service which was often demanded'' helped 
equally to reduce the quotas which the king took from 
his vassals. The increase in the value of a knight's service 
as shown by the increase in his wage also served to keep 
down the quotas. The ordinary pay under Henry II was 
eight pence a day." In the thirteenth century it had 
risen to two shillings,'" and in some cases it might be 
more. The knights whom the abbot Samson hired in 1198 
were to receive three shillings a day." The abbot of 
St. Albans hired two knights and eight sergeants in 1257 
and paid nearly 100 marks.*' In 1258, the knights of the 
abbot of Ramsey received four shillings a day for their 
expenses." This increase in the wages of the knight 
was in part due to the general rise in prices which took 
place in the thirteenth century, but it was in great meas- 
ure due to the more elaborate equipment required.'* 

At the average rate of two shillings a day, the wages 
for forty days would be six marks (£4), a much higher 
amount than any scutage and higher than the average 
rate of the fine." Yet it may be questioned whether the 
feudal term of service should be thus limited.** Almost 

>■ The campsign in France might last eight montht, as in 1914. 

fl» Round, Feudal Enylarld, pp. 271-2T3. 

to The pay of the knights furnished in 120i was two shillings. 
Tenants had Itnights In the expedition of IBU at this rite {Rot, Litt. 
Claui., II, 8Ta)i in 1230, the Idng was t« Support kni^ts in France 
St two shillings {Pat. RoUi. 11. t03). 

*i Chron. Joe. dt Brak., p. 63. 

" Matthew Paris. VI, 374, *3e. 

•a Maitland, Manorial Courti, pp. 60-62. 

•* Morris, p. *9. 

«> E.g. abo\r, pp. 23, 36, 18, SS. 11, IBS. 

•• "Even the limit of forty days seems to have existed rstber In 
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all of the campaigns of Jolm and Henry III lasted more 
than forty days and some, particularly those in France, 
much longer. Thus in practice, the knights must have 
served more than forty days. In 1198 the abbot Samson 
provided his knights with the expenses for tliis period, 
but he was advised to fine with the king, else he would 
have to pay the wages of the knights throughout the war, 
which, it was said, might last a year." That there was 
no set term of service is further shown by two cases. In 
1212 the four knights of the abbey of Ramsey were to be 
supported by their fellow tenants as long as they were 
in the king's service." In 1218, the host had been sum- 
moned in April to resist an expected invasion by Philip, 
whose fleet was destroyed in May. In August, John 
proposed to the knights to invade Poitou, but they com- 
plained that their means had already been exhausted and 
refused to go unless their expenses were paid, John was 
enraged at this demand and refused it.*° This is the time 
when some barons claimed that they did not owe service 
in France.'" Neither demand seems to represent the 
general practice. After the middle of the century, there 
are cases which speak of forty days as the period of 
service." Despite this fact, it seems probable that John 
and Henry III did not as a rule regard that period as 



theory than in practice 
provMl for England out <: 
Maitland, 1, S5t). 

"Chron. Joe. d* flrnt. 

«B Rol. tAtt. Clau*., 1, : 

«8Wend^ in. Ml. 

»" Cogg., p. 167. 

Ill In ia58. the knigfaU 
days and to receive four 
pp. 60-63); in IS6T, the; 
116. quoting Patent Roll, 
Albans served for eight 
and for the rest of the ti 
I, 135). Other 



and its theoretic existence can hardlj be 
f any authoritative document" (Pollock and 



of the abbey of Ramsey were to serve forty 
shillings a day (Maitland, Ifaaarial Cottrtt, 
V served for the sHme period (Vincent, p. 
59 Henry 111); in 197T, the knights of SL 
weeks, for forty days at their own expense 
in the pay of the king {Qftta Abbatvm, 
■n In Morris, pp. 69, 70, 75, 13i, 137. 
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the limit of service," though they had no right to demand 
unlimited service from their vassals. That John made 
special arrangements with tenants whereby they were to 
serve for long periods would prove this to be the case." 
The service should be reasonable. 

b: Their campaigns were Dot limited to fortf days. See also, 
above, pp. 31, TT, 9S, 101, 109, 13T, 143, 149, ITS, 181, 196, SU, 9»i. 
Notice also the case of the abbot of St. Albans In the war against the 
barons after the battle of Eveshani. Henry 111 summoned the host 
to meet at the feast of St. l.uey the Virgin (December 13); the abbot 
sent his knights with twenty horses and they remained with the army 
(though apparently without lighting) from December 13 till the feast 
of St. Vincent (January W), or just forty days. The serrice howeTer 
was not roncliiHed. llie king demanded sixty marks per knight from 
those who wished to retire: "Cumque ibidem a festo S. LuciK usque ad 
festum S, Vlcentii proxiraum sequens cum rs equis dies (lie) con- 
tinuassent, In multis expensis et angustiis, dominus rex pro quolibet 
millte Ix mareas exegit a virls religion is servitium mi lit are debcntibus, 
et pro mllitlbus finem faeere voletitibus" {Chron. Will dr Biihangtr, 
p. SO). 

"The following case is cited in Pollock and Maitland, I, 95S, as 
possible evidence that the king had the right to demand longer ser- 
vice than forty days, if he paid wages for it: "Rex B. de Podio, 
major! Engolism' et G. de Nevill' comerario, R. de Fsya, E. de 
Chnwurt', Petro de Faya, salutem. Mandamus Tobis quod cum ter- 
minum militum nostrorum qui nobiscum sunt transfretaturi venerint 
de tempore quo nobis ad custum suum servire debent juxta scrlptum 
quod inde hal>elis eos de den arils nostris quos ad hoc recepifetis 
pacari faciatis tamqiiam si essent in Pictavia" (Rol, till. Claui., 
I, IlTb). There is no mention specifically of the forty days, but 
the statement, "the time during which they ought to serve us at 
their own cost," may refer to that period. The men to whom the 
writ was addressed were leaders of an expedition going to Poitou 
{ibid., p. llTa), and the knights whom they were to pay were the 
men with them, not knights with the king. If these knights were 
tenants performing their service and if the jteriod refers to the 
forty days, then payment for service beyond the forty days was s 
regular custom. For so common is it that the leaders carry a 
scriptum. a list of the Icnights with the wages <8ce ibid, pp. Iftfia, 
188b. leib, for three examples of a scriptum In this sen«e). Why 
then should the king refuse to pay the expenses of the knigiits in 
1313 and be enraged at the demand? In the expedition lo Ireland 
in 1210, the king made many payments to kni^ta with him. but 
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The king therefore continued to insist on the perform- 
ance of service by his military tenants, great and small. 
In doing so, he was only partly successful. The greater 
tenants served but with reduced contingents. Some 
tenants did not serve at all, but compounded each time, 
though not necessarily for scutage only. It is clear that 
the tenant had acquired no right to compound at will. 
Further, since the king did not allow the development 
of this right and his armies of tenants were often not 
large enough for his needs, it is evident that he preferred 
the service to the money. Hence It follows that the com- 
mutation of service into money was not a custom favored 
by the king in the first half of the thirteenth century, but 
was forced on him by conditions over which he had no 
control,'* 

they were loans, not wages, and were made at irregular intervals, 
before and after the forty days had expired (Rot. Lib., p. 172 ff.). 
It seems possible that those knights mentioned in the writ above from 
the Close Roll were itiereen aries who had agreed to serve for a 
certain period at their own cost. John led no general expedition 
to Gaseony in 1313, though he seems to have t>een thinking of one 
toward the end of June [Rot. lAtl. Olav., I. I30b) ; the writ 
discussed above was issued May 23. John had different kinds 
of arrangements with hired knights. English tenants were granted 
favors (usually pardon of a debt) in return for which they were 
to serve the king for a long period, at their own eosl, and this 
without regard to the service owed for their fees (see note 19), 
In 1S13, Hugh de Pomes of Flanders was to furnish Rve knights; 
they were to be sent to England ad evtum *u«m. they were to serve 
John for 130 days and then were to be sent back lo Flanders ad 
etutvm notCruni [i.e. at John's cost). Hugh was also, if necessary, 
to furnish 500 or 1,000 sergeants *'et a die quo ultimo a portu reces- 
serint trans fretantes in Angliam erunt ad libcraciones nostras dum 
fuerint in servlcio nostro" (Rol. Litt. Pal., p. 98b). There is men- 
tion of Flemish knights who held feoda of John (i.». money fees) 
in return for which they did him a certain amount of service: "^obis 
faciunt servicium quod nobis facere debcnt"; "veniatls ad faciendum 
nobis servicium que nobis debetis" {ibid., pp. lib, 19a, S6b; Rot. 
Lilt. Claiu., I, leSa). 

B< This would not be true of those campaigns In which the king 
>ned knights simply as an excuse to raise money. 
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Before discussing the scutages of John and Henry III, 
something should be said about the account of the scutage 
as rendered in the Pipe Roll. That account falls into 
two parts: first, the portion containing the names of the 
men who were charged with scutage or fine; secondly, 
that containing the names of the men who received writs 
of quittance with the title "Isti habent brevia de quietan- 
tia." The latter were the tenants who had performed 
their service and hence were excused from any money 
payment."' The men whose names appear in the roll were 
always the tenants in chief, never the rear-vassals, except 
in cases when the honor was in hand/' Consequently when 
a tenant was entered as acquitted, his land paid nothing, 
as far as we can judge from the evidence of the Pipe Roll." 
Similarly, the fine or scutage charged against the tenant 
is all that appears against any of his lands."' Taking the 
men who were quit and the men who were charged with 

ss A comparison of the Scutage RoU with the names of those in the 
Pipe Roll who are entered as having writs of quittance shows that 
this is true In the main. Occasionally a tenant who fined is entered 
as quit "per flnem," but usually those who fine are entered in the 
part of the roll almve the list of writs of quittance. 

^*E.g., In liOl, the tenants of the honor of Gloucester appear in 
the roll (Rot. Cane., p. SS). After Isabella had been re-endowed 
and married to the earl of Esaex, only tlic tenant in chief appears 
(Pipe RoU, 16 John, Glouc, m. 5 d). The custodian might account 
for an honor as if he were tenant in chief, and in that case his name 
only appears; t.g. Guido de Chancels accounts for the scutage of 
Wales of the honor of Gloucester as if he were the tenant In chief 
(Pipe Roil, 13 John. m. 17 d). 

Erfhus s tenant is entered as quit in the different counties where 
he holds fees; see above, pp. 9«, SO. S8. 73. 

n'That Is, the tenant In chief and his vassals will not he charged 
with scutage or fine. It is true that the tenant in chief may be 
charged in more than one county. Sometimes, the amount charged 
In any given county will be paid elsewhere; sometimes it will tie 
entered as paid in that same county, but in any case, the tenant will 
not pay for the same fees twice over (see kbove, pp. M, SI, 99, 74). 
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fine or scutage, the roU gives a fairly complete account 
of the fees in the kingdom." A comparison of the scu- 
tage accounts given in the Pipe RolU of Henry II, Rich- 
ard, John, and Henry III shows that the entries become 
fuller, more exact, and more detailed as time goes on till 
near the end of John's reign (1211), when the account 
appears in a form which remains practically the same 
throughout the reign of his son."" It might be suggested 
that in the matter of the fines, the Pipe RoU would be 
defective and that it would contain only the scutages, 
while the fines would appear mainly in the Fine Roll. This 
is not so. Practically all the fines in the Fine Roll are 
found entered in the Pipe Roll also." 

A distinction should be noted in the financial levies of 
the time, which is often ignored, viz., between aids and 
scutages. The aid could not be levied by the king with- 
out the consent of the vassal; it was not obligatory on 
the latter to pay it if the king asked for it. If he did 
pay it, he made in theory a free grant to the king as lord. 
It might take the form of a tax on the ploughland, aa in 

'» This is true for all of Jdtn'B scutages except that of 1904 Mid 
the scutage of Ireland which are incomplete. 

no Under Henry II, the men who are taxed, not those who receive 
writs of quittance, are the ones entered in the roll. In 6 Richard, 
the latter hegin to be entered. The number of fees which each man 
holds is not given. Such an entry would not be necessary when 
Bcutngc only was paid. Under Richard, the reports of sheriffs con- 
cerning fees tn their counties which hold of baronies whose heads 
lie in other counties are entered in the roll. Under John the account 
is thus rendered in two parts: first the tenants who are eharg:ed with 
fines or scutage and second those who are quit; sometimes the number 
of fees is given but there is no regularity about it. Beginning with 
the roll of 13 John, the practice is set up of entering the number 
of fees after the name of each tenant whether he is charged with 
scutage or is quit. This remains the custom throughout the reign 
of Henry III. 

•1 Two of the years In which there are a large number of finea 
entered In the Fine RoU are 1301 and 1S30. Nearly aU are also found 
In the Pipe Roll. 
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the carucftge; of a tax on personal property; of a tax 
on the knight's fee, as in the aid of 1217; or of a. lump 
Buni, not based on property. On the other hand, scutage 
in the strict sense of the word was a composition for 
military service and as such was owed. If the king waged 
a campaign, he was entitled by law to a scutage at least 
from such tenants as had failed to come to the host. The 
custom of taking scutage was well established before the 
close of the twelfth century; it was levied in connection 
with military expeditions, and was usually taken at the 
close of the campaign. It was in general the full commu- 
tation for service, and the customary rate was £1 (1/4 
marks) or less per fee. 

The occasion for the scutage remained the same. John 
usually observed the form though not the spirit. In 1199, 
a truce was concluded as soon as the king landed in June 
and fighting did not begin till September," In 1201, 
there was no fighting at all.** In 120i and 1205, the host 
was summoned, but was not despatched; in the latter 
year, a picked body of knights was sent." On all these 
occasions scutage was taken. In 1209, the host was sum- 
moned and the king led it against the Scots. The diffi- 
culty was settled without fighting, but a scutage was 
taken." On other occasions, the scutage was levied for 
campaigns which were actually waged by the king at the 
head of the host,'* Henry III only once took a scutage 
to which he was not fully entitled by feudal law." . 

•* See above, p. 91. 

oi Hov,, IV, 161, 164{ Norgate, John Laekland, p. 81. 

«* See above, pp. 64, 69. Some tenants seem also to have gone in 
1S04. 

"» See above, p. 91. 

•«In ISOi, IS03. 1^6, 1310, 1911, 1914 (»ec above, pp. 46, S3, TT, 
S6. 101, 109). 

»' In 1931, after the eampaign in Poitmi, for which he had taken 
a scutage once (see above, p. 191). 

ns 
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Several of John's scutagcs were put in charge probably 
when the host was summotiedt or soon after, and not at 
the close of the campai^ ; but this was not an invariable 
rule.'* Henry III, however, put the scutage in charge 
at or near the close of the campaign, except in 1229 and 
1242, on the occasion of the expeditions to France." At 
other times he levied tines for exemption from service 
during the campaign."* In many cases, therefore, the 
baron knew what the rate of scutage would be. In others, 
if he did not perform his service, he would naturally 
expect to pay scutage at least, though this was not cer- 
tain, for the rule was not invariable that a scutage should 
be taken for each campaign." The account was entered 
in the Pipe Roll of the financial year when the scutage 
was put in charge." The advantage to the king of levying 
scutage and fines at the opening of the campaign is 
obvious. Not only would he be able to use part of the 
money in carrying on the war, but he would have more 
complete control of the right to fix the rate and deter- 
mine the circumstances under which scutage was due. 

The rate too was raised by John. His first scutage 
was placed at two marks per fee, "a change which caused 



1" In 1909 the scutage seems to hsre been levied after the host had 
met that of the king of Soots and a treaty had been made; in 1911, 
the scutage of Wales was taken at the dose of the campaign (see 
above, pp. 9*, 101). 

" See above, pp. 184, 237. 

TO See above, pp. 30r,, 340, SSI, 9S6. 

'1 It was always taken under John. Under Henry III, none was 
taken for the campaign against Richard Marshal In 1233; none for 
the march against Wales in 1341, Scotland In 1344, or Gascony, 1953 
(see above, pp. 306, 990, 340, S56). 

T3 The scutage of Scotland was spread over the three years, 1909- 
1911, The siege of Bedford ended in the middle of August, 1994, 
yet the scutage was entered in the roll of that year. If a campaign 
did not end till the close of September, the account was not entered 
till the following year (see above, pp. 94, ISl, 196, 197). 
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unfavorable comment,"" and later it was raised to three 
marks.'* During the minority of Henry III, the rate 
fell," but rose again to three marks in 1229, a figure 
which became common. Though the change was thus 
considerable, it is clear that the king was not unrestricted 
in determining the rate. 

The most important question in connection with the 
scutage is its character, for with it the king began to 
take fines, "pro passagio," "ne transfretcnt," which 
usually included the scutage, but were often distinct from 
it, that is, were in addition to it." We should remember 
that the king was also trying to get as much service as 
possible out of his English tenants. Was the scutage, 
therefore, especially in John's reign, transformed to any 
extent into a general tax on the rear-vassals while at the 
same time the king was getting the service of the fee from 
the tenant in chief, either in knights, or by a fine?" It 
is hard to believe that even John, strong though he was, 
could carry through such a financial and military revolu- 
tion as is implied by this query. Though examples of a 
double contribution will be pointed out, it seems unques- 
tionable that they were exceptions, and that in general 
scutage did not become a general tax, but retained its 
original character as the composition for service, though 
often not the only composition. To put it another way, 
the tenants who performed their service, or paid a fine, 

Ta "gravis eitftctio seutsgii"; "nunquajn amptlus quam viglnti solid! 
ad scutum cxigcrcntur" {Cogg., pp. 101, 103). 

'* Ireland and Poltou (see above, pp. 98, 113). 

'» BihBtn 10s; Wales, BMlforH, and Kerry, two marks. 

'•The fines begin to appear under Richard {Red Book, I, 09, 
109, IIS; Madox, I, 876, n. ()■ They perhaps go back to Henry 11. 

TT "And so in the tliirteenth century the king, while he is eincUng 
military service or fines from hts tenants in chief, will also collect 
scutage from their military tenants. Theoreticnlty he is not entitled 
to he paid for the same thing twice over" (Pollock and Maltland, 
1, 310). 
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mode no additional payment for their fees to the lung. 
Unless the Pipe RoUs are far more defective than they 
seem to be, they offer g^od evidence that scutage did not 
become a general tax. The total number of fees on which 
scutage might be paid was about 6,500. If scutage were 
a general tax, the number of fees taxed should remain 
approximately tlie same and should approach 6,500. But 
this is not the case. The number never rose above 4,000 
and varied from one levy to another, apparently accord- 
ing to the amount of service which the tenants performed. 
Furthermore, the tenants who are not charged with scu- 
tage or fine in the roll are not left unaccounted for. They 
also appear in the roll as receiving writs of quittance." 
It might be suggested that the king took a dae or service 
from the tenant in chief and in addition collected scutage 
from the rear-vassals, but the accounts of scutage in the 
Pipe Roll support no such theory." 

When wc turn to individual cases we get the same result. 
Tenants who performed their service were acquitted of 
part or all their scutage and received writs de scutagio 
habendo. Such a writ exempted the whole holding of the 
tenant from paying scutage to the exchequer.*" If a 



" It should be observed that in the account of most Hculages 
A fairly complete statement of the fees of the kingdom is rendered, 
either charged with scutage or fine or receiving writs of quittance; 
and that the writ of quittaJ)oe means that the tenant in chief had 
performed his service and was allowed to have his scutage for hia 
own use (aee above, pp. 18, 313. 314). 

i>If we add together the: .sums charged against tenants In chief 
who hold five or more fees and to this sum add tlie scutage charged 
against fees on honors in hand which can be identified, and then 
subtract this total from the total amount of the scutage proj>er 
which appears in the roll, the remainder wiU be far too small to 
represent anything like a general payment by rear-vassals. Even 
this remainder could not all be charged against rear-vassals, for 
from it would have to be deducted scutage charged against tcnuits 
in chief holding fewer than iflve fees each («. g. above, pp. 39, 93, the 
account of the first scutage of John). 

«> See above, pp. 84, Sfi, 40, 4S, 50, 58, S8, and inden: service. 
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tenant did not obtain a writ at first, he might be charged 
with scutage; later, when he secured the writ, his account 
would be written off." Sometimea part of the scutage 
was collected; if bo, it was either returned to the tenant 
or credited to some account of his other than scutage.** 
Tenants who fined or who paid only scutage were allowed 
to collect scutage from their vassals and nothing but that 
fine or scutage was paid from all their holding to the 
exchequer," A tenant might hold fees in other counties 
than where the head of his barony lay. If the sheriff of 
the county in which these detached fees lay collected the 
scutage from them, either from the rear-vassals or from 
the tenant's steward, the amount collected was credited 
to the tenant in chief in the main account of his honor. 
This shows that a double payment was not made by the 
tenants and his vassals."* Then there are several cases 
of men who are charged with scutage in the roll. Appar- 
ently they protested, for an inquest was held to determine 
whose tenants they were. It was found that they were 
rear-vassals and accordingly they were escused from pay- 
ing to the exchequer." Thus the king's courts protected 
the sub-tenant from such an extension of the royal 
authority. Again, when the tenant in chief opposed the 
payment of scutage, the sheriff did not collect it, but 
distrained him to compel payment."' The tenant might 
be disseized if he refused to pay, as in the case of the 
archbishop of York." Occasionally the tenant fined in on 

■I See above, p|). ii, 3T, note OS; 51, 73, note 313. 

M See above, pp. 50, 51. note 181 ; 56, 56. 6T. 

•■ See above, pp. ST, ?6, 43, GO, es. T5, 76, 80. 

"• See above, pp. 3B, W, ♦!, SI. 69, Tt, SO, 103. 

at See above, pp. 53, 59, 6T. 74. 81, 100, 118. 

""Henricus (de Pinkenl) promUit coram juslic' quod acquietabit 
Averia sua que capta sunt pro seutagio; recognovit enim quod idem 
debet" (Hot. CuHte Regit, II. 4S, anno 1 John). 

*'' Rot. Lilt. Ctaut., I, lib. Cedlia de Crevequor was disseiied 

"eo quod prolnde flneni (pro pagsaglo) . . . Don fecerat" wid It was 
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unusual way. He hirnself paid no scutage, but allowed 
the king to collect it from all his military tenants. Here 
the collection by the king from the rear-vassal seems 
unusual." Stewards of tenants in chief continually 
appeared before the exchequer to answer for the scutage 
of their lords'* and secured the king's aid to distrain the 

ordered "quod (vicecomes) faclat ei habere srutaKhini suiun de feodls 
mitituDi que de domino rcge tenet in capite in balliva sua." She 
htid fined in 10 marks as a result of the disseizin {Rot. Obi., p. 309). 
Notice that the king had not eoUecled from the rear-vassals. 

B8 "Fuico PalncI dat domino regi seutagia septime mllitum ct 
aliormn militum si ptures de domino rege tencat in capite pro pas- 
eagio Buo et passagio prfdictoruin niililum. Et mandatum est 
vicecomitibus . . . quod colligant scutagin de feodia omnium miUtuia 
suorum quos de domino rege tenet in capite" (Rot, Obi,, p. 131). 
"A Willelmo comitc de V«mun (earl of Devon) nullum scutagium 
requirendum est in aliqun summa quia finiTit cum rege pro licentia 
remanendi ut rex capiat de omnibus mililibus snis scutagium suum 
quos tenet de rege in capite" {Bol. Cnnp., p. 363). That these CB3es 
mean that the king takes from all the knights whom ti>e tenant In 
chief had enfeoffed and not merely from the servltlum debitum is 
shown by the case of the earl of Devon who this year in another 
part of the roll paid on fifteen kni^ts "quos rcMgnoscit" and forly- 
Bve knights "quos non recngnoscit (Rol. Caac, p. 96). If the col- 
lection from the rcar-vassals by the king comes in, It is under John. 
What the abbot Sara.son feared in 1196, if he failed to satisfy the 
king was tliat he would be disseized, not thai the king would collect 
scutage from his men (Chron. Joe. dt Brak., p. 63). 

""Simon de Chartcrai scnescnllus Willclml dc Brause affidavit 
facere pacem dc x^tviii U. de secundo scutagio (of Richard) sicul 
vicecomes dicit et non venil; habeat judicium *enescalli"j "Ricardus 
del Estre debet nvi sol ct viii den. de primo scutagio regis Ricardl 
. . . sencscallus ejus affidavit facere pacem et noa venit"; Hugo 
de Morba senescallos Henrlcl de Trasci affidavit (aeere pacem de 
L marc, et dim. de scutagio suo sicut vieeconies dicit et non venit" 
(Eich. L. T. R., bundle I. no. 3, Mem. RoU, 1 John m. 19, 17. 19 d). 
"Eustachius niius Willelmi sencscallus Eu.^tachii dc Vesci affidavit 
h' de . . . XX li. de sexto scutagio (of John)"; "Eadmundus clericus 
senescalli Robcrti fliii Waitcri affidavit facere pacem . . , dc xs 
marcis de fine el de quatcr xx et iiii li. et i marc, de scutagio sexto"; 
"Rogerus de Lilleston' sencscallus comitis Alberici affidavit facere 
pacem de . . . Ix marc, at xl den. de iiii scutagio . . . et dc xxn 
marc, de scutagio vi"; "Willelmus de Rollest' sencscallus JoUani de 
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reur-vassals to pay to their lords the scutage which wa« 
owed to the king.™ 

That the king tried to get scutage, fine, or service out 
of every fee in England held of him is certain. In so 
doing, he systematized the collection of the money and 
at times overstepped his rights. Putting the scutage in 
chfirge early in the campaign made it possible for him 
to demand nnd in some cases to collect from rear-vassals 
before it was known whether or not the tenant in chief 
owed scutage." The fact that rear-vassals had to protest 
against payment shows the activity of the exchequer. 
Sheriffs were ordered to report the number of fees held 
in their counties by tenants in chief," and the latter were 
no longer charged with their whole scutage In one county 
only, but were entered either charged or acquitted, in 
each county in which they held fees. Sometimes the whole 
amount due was charged in more than one place; some- 

Nfviir affidavil de ii marc, de vl scutagio et de %x sol. dc vll scataglot 
aon vcnit; juillcium"; "Camea de Ferar' debet xxxii marc, de vi 
■cutagio; Vr'Ulelmus de Radewar' senescallua affidavit et non Tcnlt" 
{ibid., bundle 1, no. 4, Mem. Roll, 10 John, m. 4a d{ m. fia; m. lla 
or m. 10). Below, p. 330. 

»« In 1890, Melicent de Stafford agreed with the king that be should 
collrrt the arrears of scutages due on the fee of Hervey Bagot (her 
deceased husband) since the carlf part of Jfdin's reign. The king 
eviilently had not collected from the rear-vassals (Madox, I, 6S0, 
n. m). "Episcopus Line" debet scutagia rii niilitum de miUtibua 
quos non potest distringere de bailUa de N. ut baillivus suus dixit" 
(Exch. L. T. R. Mem. Roll, 2 Henrj III, m. d); "Rex vlcecomltl. 
Freclpimus tibi quod s\» In auxillum WlUelmo de Mowbray ad 
distringcnduo) mitltes suos quos tenet de nobis in capite in balllTB 
tua ad reddendum ei scutagium Pictavie de feodU que Ipsl tenent 
de eo, sdlieet, iil marc, de scuto quia Idem Willelmus Inde debet 
Tespondere" [ibid., 1 Henr)' III, ro. 13) ; similarly for the abbot of 
Holme (ibid., m. 6 d) ; for the abbot of Teterborough (ibid.. 8 Henry 
HI, m. 9 d)j for Margaret de Cressy {ibid., 8 Henry III. m. i); 
for the abbot of Westminster for the scutages of Biham and Bedford 
(ibid.. 9 Henry HI, m. i). 

" See above, p. 319, notes 81, 83. 

■> See above, pp. 99, 30, it, SI, 60. 
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times the amount due from the fees held by each tenaQt 
in each county was charged." Thia wjirk of locating 
the fees was only partly carried out by John. At the close 
of his reign, in 1212, there was the great inquest of 
service to find out the location of the fees of the tenants 
in chief as well as the total service of the kingdom. This 
inquest did not result in any increase in the number of 
fees for which each tenant accounted at the eichequer," 

An indication that the king got both scutage and ser- 
vice from his direct tenants is to be foimd in the fact that 
some tenants In chief performed their service and were 
charged with scutage.*' In some of these cases part of 
the scutage may have been legally due because the tenant 
had performed only part of his service. Yet there were 
unquestionably times when the king exacted not only all 
the scutage but some service also." Moreover, men with 
small holdings appear and disappear in the roll. Such 
tenants might be taken to be rear-vassals accounting for 
scutage directly to the exchequer wliile their lords had 
either served or compounded elsewhere. Wherever they 
can be traced, some of these men are found to be sergeants 
whOe others are indeed rear-vassals, but on honors in 
hand. In any case, the number of fees which they held 
was too small to represent a general tax on knights' 
fees."' All this shows that John was collecting his 
Bcutages with great care and that the exchequer was 
locating fees owing scutage rather than making a genera] 
collection of the tax from rear-vassals, in addition to 
scutage, fine, or service from the tenant in chief. 

The scutage at a fixed rate per fee woidd not always 

" See above, pp. 98, 41, 61, S9, 7*. 

01 See above, p. 301. 

BS See above, pp. 33, S4, 38, 56. 

«« Ibid. 

>i See above, p. 40, note 19S. 
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exempt a tenant: from taking part in a campaign. From 
many tenants Jolm took a larger amount than the scutage, 
called a. fine. All classes, great vassals and lesser vassalsj 
lay tenants and clerical tenants, paid fines. "^ Each year 
some tenants paid scutage and others fines; the same 
tenant paid fine one year and scutage another." The 
fine was usually a tump sum paid by the tenant in chief 
in return for which he was exempted from service and 
was given the right to collect scutage from his tenants.""* 
Sometimes, however, the vassal paid in addition to his 
scutage a fine,"" and occasionally' the fine was levied at 
a fixed rate per fee.'"^ Legally the king had warrant 
for tliis extra demand. He was entitled to full military 
service from Iiis tenants. H they did not wish to serve, 
they would have to pay whatever sum he might fix or 
lose their lands. The sums which he took in fines were 
usually smaller than the cost to the tenant of answering 
the summons to the host with his fall contingent. Yet 
as partial service in the field seems to have been the 
equivalent of the old servitium debitum, the scutage was 
probably regarded as a fair amount of composition, espe- 
cially as it had been the full composition before. There 
can be no doubt that the extra amount of composition 
was regarded as excessive. At the close of his reign when 
discontent was growing, John stopped taking fines.*" 
When the barons were in control of the government, during 

»» With few exceptions, bishops never paid fines, 

^"B.g. Henry de Oilli paid scutage in 1199 and 1903 and a fine 
of ST marks In 1901; William Painel paid scutage in 1199 and 1901 
on 15 fees and id 1901 a line of 10 marks. 

'<") The fine is paid "ne tranefretrt et pro habendo scutaglo fiuo," 
*^ro passaglo et ad habendum sciitagluiD suum." 

101 See above, pp, 9T, 40, *9, SB. 66, T3, 19. 

io)"HenrieuB de OlUi r c de 9T marc-is de fine que fecit scilicet 
pro quollbet millle que tenet de rege 3m" {Rot. Canr., p. 979). 

!"> No fines were taken for the last two scutages, Wales and 
Poitou, and few for the Scottish scutage. 
828 
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the minority of Henry III, scutage was all that was 
demanded. 

The fine was not an amercement in any sense different 
from the scutage, not the punishment on the tenant who 
had failed to answer the summons to the host and had 
stayed at home. It was not the substitute for disseizin 
or distraint as a means of compelling the vassal to serve.'"* 
Later the two levies may have been distinct in character,'"* 
but in the first half of the thirteenth century, the fine 
was a composition for service which differed from the 
scutage in form only. The fines were levied at the begin- 
ning of the campaign when the king was gathering the 
host, not at the end when he might be determining the 
punishment to be inflicted on defaulters."" Some of the 
fines were hardly larger than the scutage would have 



t 



IV* The purpose of the scutage snd the fine was nnt to punish the 
tenant so that he would not repeat the offencei but to charge an 
amount commensurate with the amount of service which the king had 
loBt. It is true that a high rate of coDiposition contains an clement 
of amercement, for such a rale wiU retard a tendency to commute 
M-rvfce into money. If that element was present in the fine, it was 
also present in the scutage, particularly among the greater tenants. 
If Ralph de Sumery who holds SO fees pays 100 marks scutage and 
thus buys the exemption from service of 50 knights, then his scutsge 
is a mere nominal composition; if he pays 130 marks fine instead 
of scutage (see below, note lOT), his One is also only nominal. In 
either cose, the tenant would gain by compounding. The point bos 
already been made that military service in the thirteenth century had 
became reduced. If Ralph would have served with only 10 knigbts 
instead of with 50, then his fine of ISO murks doubtless has on element 
of amercement, but 80 hlis the scutage of 100 marks. 

ios"ln Edward I's day, the fine for default Is an utterly different 
thing from the scutage" (Pollock and Maitland, I, 2G8). 

10* See above, pp. 3i, 70, 187, 306. 238, 2*0. 2SS. 

The abt)ot of St. Edmunds went to the king at tlie opening of the 
war and fined for his service (Chron. Joe. d« Brak., p. 63) j tbe abbot 
of St. Albans in 12G5 sent bis knights to the meeting of the host under 
two of his officials to see whether the king would use them on tbe 
campaign or to fine (Ckron. WiU. dt Bithanger, p. 50). 
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been,'" and occasionally the scutage was called a. fine."" 
The fact should be recalled that ordinarily most of the 
great barons paid neither scutage nor fine'"* for the reason 
that the king refused to allow them to compound, pre- 
ferring the service to the money. For a tenant to pay 
scutage or fine, the king's permission was necessary."" 
That the fine and scutage had diflferent names docs not 
mean that there was anything different in principle 
between them. Composition in n lump sum was at the 
time new; it was assessed and in part collected by special 
ofiicials. Naturally it was given a diflferent name."^ The 
separation of the fine from the scutage suggests that the 

101 It is possible to cite lines thot were enormous in compariaon 
with the full service o( the tenant, but with these will be found others 
which are small. Notice flueh fines as the following: Hervey Bagot, 
90ni line Hnd ITOm scutage on 60 fees (Pipe Roll, 4 John, Staff.); 
Doun Bardolf, 60 marks line on SS fees (includes scutage at im per 
fee) (ibid.. S John, NotLi. and Derby); Geoffrey Fit* Hugh de 
Scalariis. SOm fine on 15 fees (includes scutage at 3m per fee) 
(ibid., 14 Henry III, Cant, and Hunt.); Simon de Beauchamp, lOOm 
on about *S fees (Rot. Cane. p. 354); the earl of Warwick, 80m and 
his scutage on 10*^41^ fees (Pipe Boll. ♦ John. War. and Leic.)i 
Raljih de Sumery, 20m line and his scutage on 50 fees (ibid., 7 John, 
Staff.). 

ii>»"Hubertus filius Radulfi r c de SO marcis de line sno" (Pipe 
Roll, 7 .lohn, Notts, and Derby, sixth scutage) ; as he held IS tees, 
this was reaUy a scutage. "WiUeUnus conies Waren' 130 marc, de 
fine pro passagio (et) scutagio, qui finis intravit per breve regis" 
(ibid.. 7 Jr^n, Norf. and Suff.); the service of the earl was 60 fees 
and us scutage was at the rate of !m, this was scutage. "Baldwlnus 
Waac r c de 90 marciN de codem (fine rt scutagio) qui flnis intravit 
per OB JusUciar'" (ibid., 5 John, Line). He held lO'^ fees and the 
rate of scutage was 9m, so Ihnt ttiis was a scutage. 

loe See above, p. 30i. 

I'o Tile evidence of UiLs has already been mentioned. It Is shown 
by the use of distraint and disaeiiin to enforce service, by the fact 
tliat a tenant might have to pay a fine instead of a scutage, and 
by the fact that tenants sought exemption by lines at the opening 
of the campaign; see also above, pp. 305-30T, 313. 

m Cf. tlie farm of the county, the increment, and the proflcuum. 
The farms of some of the counttes were Increased by a sura called 
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two differed in cliarncter. The difference however was 
merelj one of form and depended on the bargain which 
the tenant had made with the king. Sometimes the tenant 
preferred to pay a lump sum in addition to the scutage; 
sometimes to pay a sum which should include the scutage. 
Both arrangements continued side by side throughout the 
reigns of John and his son.*" Nor does the separation 
mean that the tenant in chief paid the fine personally while 
the king took a scutage from the rear-vassals, unless there 
was a special agreement, as in the case of the earl of 
Devon in 1201."* 

The question may be raised whether the heaviest fines 
were paid by the greater or by the lesser lay tenants."* 
Taking the total amount of the fines in any given year, 
it will be found that th« rate was without exception higher 
on the lesser than on the greater tenants."' That is, 
considering the fine as a tax on the land and measuring 
the ability of the tenants to pay by the number of fees 



Increment under Henry II; in 1305, some farms were increased by 
another sum called the proficuum. Instead of calling the whole 
Bum the farm, each amount was kept separate with ita own name. 

'" Thus in lii9, both kinds of flncs were made (sec above, p. S30) ; 
In the scutage at 135T, the last of Henry Ill's reign, several tenants 
fined as follows: "Abbas de Abbindon' similiter finem fecit cum rcge 
pro servicio »uo qund regi debet et pro seutagio suo habendo; habet 
scutagiuni suum in comitatibus eta" The title of the section con- 
taining these names is "De hils qui fecerunt finem pro servicio suo 
et pro seutagio habendo" (Scutage RolLi, no. 8). 

lis See above, p. 3B. Robert FiU Walter in 1305 fined in 90 
marks and all his scutage wUch was collected by hintself (Rot. Lilt. 
Claiu.. I, 43b). 

II' The term fine is used here to mean the total amount of composi- 
tion charged against those tenants who Uned, not the amount over 
and above their scutage. The statements which follow in the text 
relate only to laj' tenants. 

IIS See above, pp. 2S, 3S, 19, 55, 65, Tl, 76, SS, 185. It is how- 
ever possible to cite examples of fines on great tenants which are as 
hi^ in rate as the average rate of fines on tlie lesser tenants (tee 
above, pp. 66, 99, 18S, 939). 
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which they held, it will be found that the burden of the 
fines always fell on the lesser tenants. But there is 
another phase of the question to be considered. The fine 
was the composition for service and the quotas which the 
tenants led to the host had become reduced. Now if we 
divide the amount of money paid by a great tenant in 
either scutage or fine by the number of knights which he 
would have supplied had he served, we find that the rate 
of composition per knight furnished was very high in the 
scutage as well as in the fine,"* From this point of view, 
the fine may have been heavier on the greater than on 
the lesser tenant. All the fines seem to have become 
heavier in John's reign as time went on, till we reach the 
Irish scutage when .the great barons paid very heavy 
fines and the lesser tenants averaged ten marks per fee.'" 
Yet this policy did not continue; after 1210, John levied 
no more fines on the tenants as a whole, Wliy some men 
paid fines and others scutage is not clear. Perhaps those 
men who were charged with scutage performed part 
of their service in addition,"' or paid a fine which is 
nowhere entered. Yet it might be expected that John 
would not be able, indeed probably would not try, to 
substitute at one stroke the new way of composition for 
the old. Sometimes the fine was little greater than the 
scutage, an indication that there was a gradation in 
composition beginning with the scutage and rising through 
fines of varying amounts."* 

In the first four levies of Henry Ill'a reign, the scutage 
was the entire composition for service,'*" but in 1229, the 

"■"See below, p. 363. • 

I" See above, p. 99. 

"•There are Mime cases In which this seema to be true (see above, 
pp. 94, 38, 99. we). 

!■» See aboTc, p. S24. 

■ lOScutaBes of BIham, Wales. Bedford, and Kerrjr (sec aboTe, 

pp. 199, 144. Ul, ITS). Perhaps ttLcre were some inta in the 
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king began to levy fines as well as scutages, though not 
as an invariable rule, for no fines were levied in 1281.'"' 
Fines were taken for campaigns in which scutage did not 
run, though some of these were afterwards pardoned."' 
The levy of 1258 was an aid to knight the king's son, and 
not a strict scutage, so that it had no connection with 
the campaign in Gascony of that year. Fines were how- 
ever taken from tenants who did not perform their ser- 
vice."" Only in 1229 and 1242 was the number of fines 
considerable that was entered in the roll. As under John, 
the scutage was sometimes the full commutation for ser- 
vice, though at times a fine was paid in addition and in 
other cases the scutage was replaced by a fine. In general, 
tenants who had performed partial service made no pay- 
ment at all,'" It is possible to quote examples of very 
heavy fines, but as a rule, the amount paid over and above 
the scutage was not as heavy as in some of John's levies.'" 
As before, the burden of the fines fell on the lesser ten- 
ants.'" The fine was collected at the beginning of the 
campaign, thus showing that it was not an amercement 
on the tenant who had failed to serve, but was a commu- 
tation for the service, like the scutage.'" Thus the scu- 
tage did not become a general tax on knights' fees, 
payable to the king, but retained its original character 
as the commutation for service, though the fine often 
replaced it. There was however a tendency to make the 

campftign of Bedford, but they were not gem^raUy taken. The levy 
of 19IT Is not here included, for It was an aid, not a seutage in the 
strict sense. 

121 See above, p. 191. 

'" See above, pp. S06, 2M. 

iM See above, p. 3S5. No scutage was tftiten for that campaign. 

ii« See above, pp. 150, 174, 193, 196, 236, 9M. 

!!■ Cf. the rate of the fines in 1999 with that of 1910 (see sbovi^ pp. 
88, ISA). 

"' See above, p. 185. 

in See above, pp. 1ST, SOS, 338, 355. 
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scutage and the fine different in character, the former 
to be a tax on the rear-vassals, the latter the composition 
of the tenant in chief for his service. This tendency is 
shown by the levy of fines for campaigns when no scutage 
was taken and by the separation of the fine from the 
scutage to such an extent that in I24<2 a roll was drawn 
up containing scutage only."* 

The tenant in chief therefore discharged his obligation 
of military service in one of three ways; he performed the 
service, he paid a scutage, or he paid a fine,'" To fulfil 
his duty to the king, he relied on his tenants, for tliey 
formed part at least of the men whom he led to the host."" 
If he performed all his service, he made no payment to 
the exchequer. If he furnished what the king considered 
a reasonable fraction of his nominal service, no money 
would be demanded of him. But the matter did not stop 
with a settlement of this obligation. The king granted 
the tenant in chief a writ de scutagio habendo, giving him 
the power to collect the scutage from his vassals and 
instructed the sheriff to assist him with distraint in 
obtaining it. Tenants in chief who fined and those who 
paid scutage only received the same writ. Thus the 
scutage fell back on the rear-vasaal. The nature of the 
obligation of these men must be carefully stated. If the 
tear-vassal had performed his service, he owed no scutage, 
whatever bargain had been made between the king and 
his lord. Sometimes a writ of scutage especially exempted 



II* See above, p. 996. 

'» The teuant might fulfil his obligation partly in one wa]' and 
partly in Bnother; he might pa; part of his scutage and perform 
part of his senlce (see above, note 118). 

■"0 DIsaeidn of a rear-rassal by his lord. Geoffrey Flti Peter, for 
failure to serve (Rot. Lill. Clam., I, I4fla)i see above, pp. 307, 
SOS, note 35. Rear-vassals are acquitted of paying scutage to their 
lordJ! evldpnlly heeaose they huw performed their service (see above, 
pp. 140, 175, 105). 
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him.**' He owed scutage not to the king, but to hia 
lord.'*' Now, though the scutage was owed to the lord, 
the latter could not collect it without a royal writ,'" In 
this way the king had a check on the tenants in chief. 
But the writ was important in another way, for the tenant 
sometimes could not force his vassals to pay without the 
king's aid,'^* The necessity for this assistance is shown 
by the fact that when there was a dispute over the scu- 
tage between the tenant in chief and his vassalt the case 
had to be brought before the king's court. The baronial 
courts were not sufficiently powerful. Thus when the 
abbot Samson and his tenants quarreled over their liability 
for scutage, the case was tried in the royal court."" It 
follows tliat the king would not collect from his tenants 
unless they had collected from their vassals.'" The 

'■1 See above, p. 140. 

132 Because he owed service to the lord. If he paid scutage to 
the king, the presumption was that the fee was held of the king. 
Sec the ease in 1308 in which a tenant paid scutage to the king, but 
made homage to another. He was summoned to court to show by 
what warrant he made homage to another when he made the service 
of the fee to the king: "Rieardus Alius Guamcrt affidavit faccre 
pacem de SO solidis de quiato scutaglo. Idem R, tenet feodum de 
Seirico de (Lacyf) unde reddet seutagium ad scaccarium et inde 
fecit homagium suiim predicto Seirico de Lacy. Et ideo dalus est 
ei dies ad clausum Pascbc, ut oatendat quo waranlo fecerlt homagium 
Euum Selrieo de fcodo unde faeJt servielum domino regi" (EkcIi. 
I„ T. R., bundle 1. no. *. m. Sa or 7). 

iM This Beema to be shown by the fact that the king continually 
issued such writs. In ISfti, the king was petitioned to grant the 
barons these writs for wars in wliirh they (the barons) had per- 
formed their service (Memoranda dt Parlamfnto, p. 128). 

■ "See above, pp. 31, note 58; TS, HO, 1*7, 1S2, 188, 194, 198, 8S1, 
ass, 348, 331. 

iSBThc abbot of Abingdon sued Peter Fitz Herbert for scutage 
(Ohie RolU, 11, 154) { tlie bishop of Bath sued William de Ferrar 
who refused payment [ibid., I, 512) ; c/. Bracton, Sola Book, coses 
190, iiOS, 664, 1049, 10T4, 1087. 

Ill See the ease in 1333 in which the tenant declares that he had 
not collected his Ecutage and the sheriff is ordered not to distrain 
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tenant m chief collected scutag-e from all the knights 
whom ho had enfeofifcd, but he paid the exchequer only 
on a customary number, usually only the servitium debi- 
tum or the old enfeoffment. Sometimes therefore he made 
a profit on the scutage/" By the inquesta of 1166, the 
king had tried to get the benefit of the extra enfeoffments. 
As a rule he was not successful in obtaining scutage from 
the new enfeoffment, when it exceeded the servitium debi- 
tum."' If however the barony was in hand, the king 
collected from all the knights enfeoffed.'" 

Thus the rear-vassal was responsible for the scutage, 
but he was not liable for the part of the fine which was 
over and above the scutage. Ordinarily that came out 
of the coffers of the tenant in chief. What the writ de 
icutagio kabendo stated was that the lord was to have 
scutage."" Sometimes the rate was mentioned, which was 
the same as the rate of scutage of the year."' When the 
fine and the scutage were separated, the latter only was 
to be collected from the rear-vassal.'*' When a rear- 
vassal was exempted by the king from paying while his 
lord was charged with a fine, the eub-tenant was pardoned 
scutage only and that was the amount deducted from his 

him I "Mandatum est Ticecomiti Lincoln' quod non diatringat Hugo- 
nem de Nevlll' pro scutaglo exerdtus PictavlK post etc reddendo 
de feodis militum que de rege tenet in capite In balU*a sua de quo 
eoltlgendo non babuit breve regis, nee illud collegit, ut dteit" (Cloie 
Rolli, II, 901); see above, pp. HH, 185, 321, note 90. 

13' Thus In 1198, the abbot Samson owed the service of iO knights 
to the king and tried to collect scutage on SO koiglits whom he had 
enfeoffed. The knights claimed that they owed eculage on *0 fees 
onlr. The abbot won his case in the king's court (Chron. Joe. d§ 
Br'ak., p. 63); that the tenant coUeclcd on all the knights enfeoffed 
is implied in note 139, 

iM See above, p. 301. 

"» See above, pp. 43. sa, 104. 

"o See above, p. 75. 

i>i See above, pp. 43, IBS, note 56. 

i*» See above, p. 75, note 319. 
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Iord'8 fine."' A method remained however by which the 
lord could shift the fine to his tenant: by a royal writ 
granting him permission to collect an aid from his men.'** 
The aid would in theory not be obligatory on the sub- 
tenant. How generally such permission was granted by 
the king, it is impossible to say; only a few cases have 
come down to us. The fine therefore bore with especial 
force on the tenants in chief and probably for this reason 
they were opposed to it. John was not content with 
collecting scutage from all the knights enfeoffed, when 
an honor fell into his hand. In addition he collected 
heavy fines as though the sub-tenants were tenants in 
chief. "° This was a cause for complaint."* Henry III 
abandoned his father's policy, except in the case of honors 
which had been long in hand.'" 

From the point of view of the exchequer, the scutage 
did not become a general tax in the reign of John or 
his son. It remained the composition for service. But 
from the point of view of tenants, both tenants in chief 
and rear-vassals, it did not fall much short, if at all, of 
being a tax on all the fees held by military service in the 
realm. Scutage was of course paid by all men holding 
by military service on the lands of those tenants in chief 
who paid fine or scutage to the exchequer. The rest of 
the tenants in chief performed service and so made no 
payment to the king. Those of their vassals however who 
had not performed their service in the host had to pay 

i« See above, pp. 60, note 236; 80, note 3S2; !88, note S6; SOT. 

i« 8ee above, pp. 06, 300, 2iO, SSO. 

KB See above, pp. 36, 48, 55, 65, TI, T8, 95. 

"4 1s this not le^slated against in Magna Carta, cap. 16? "NuUtu 
dlstringalur ad faciendum majus scrvitiutn de fcudo milltls, nee de 
alio libero tenemento, qtiam inde debetur.'' 

'*'' Cf. the king's letter concerning the scutage of the tenants of 
the earl of Devon in 1234 (see above, p. ISi). Fines were paid by 
tenants on such honors as Mortain (Pipe Roll, 14 Heniy III, Dors, 
and Soiners.). 
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scutage to their lords. But the reduction in the amount 
of service which each tenant in chief furnished the king 
means that a large part of the rear-vassals paid scutage 
instead of serving, though the payment was made to their 
lords, not to the king."" The service did not stop with 
the immediate vassal of the tenant in chief.'" The sub- 
tenants of lower rank would be still more likely to pay 
scutage than to serve, for their holdings would be smaller. 
The tendency may be iUustrated by the fact that tenants 
in letting land arranged for the incidence of scutage which 
was called the service of the fee."" The tenures of these 

n» See above, p. 302. 

'*» Tenants on honors in hand collected scutage from thdr vassalai 
t. ff.. above, p. 66, note 36S. Here is an example of a long chain of 
tenants: "Hxc est inquisicio facta dc scutagio in comStatu Wigom' 
per sacratnentum Simon" de Fwnkeleg et (11 others). In Holreton' 
dimid' fcod' quod Rlcardus de Karsy tenet de Willelmo de Wasse- 
burn, Willelmus de Rogero de Clifford, Rogerum de Waltero Clifford, 
Waltenim de Wlllelnio de Stutevill, ipse de domino rege" (Tttta, 
p. 39a). Braelon, Ifott Book, cases 667, 660, 1311. Geoffrey de 
Mandevill paid scutage on one fee which he held of Robert de 
St, John, who held It of Ihe abbot of Hyde who held It of the king 
(Exch. L. T. R. Mcra. Roll. 27 Henry III, m. 7); Michael Belet paid 
scutage on three fees which he held of William dc Say and he of tfae 
carl Warenne and he of the king (ihid., m. 7 d). 

'SO Stephen de Crohersl holds land of Roland de Acsted for 4 
shillings per annum and 2 shillings "ad sculagium quando scutagium 
eveniret, scilicet ] solidos ad 3 niarcas et ad plus plus et ad minus 
minus" (Bracton, N. B., case *77) : one Gilbert gave to Simon land 
for the yearly service of one pair of gilt spurs or 6d at Easter and 
performing at a scutage of iO shillings, when any should happen. Id, 
and BO proportionately more or less (Record Society of Laiieaihir* 
and Chfihire, ximix, 99, 30 Henrj- III). Adam granted to Robert 
land for the foritisec service belonging to one carucate, whereof 9^ 
csrucates make one fee, at a scutage only, for all service (ibid., p. 
104) : Richard le Boteler gave to Waltheve de Waleton S bovates of 
land by knight aervice where 10 carucetes of land make the fee of 
one knight (ibid., xlvHI. 10). "tcnuit idem Walterus de Gretona terram 
lllam per serviclum mi 11 tare . . . reddendo inde per annum xli d et 
faciendo serviclum forinaecum, scilicet ad sculagium viginli solidoruni 
111 den. el ad plus plus et ad minus minus" (Bracton, N. B., case 33j 
also cases 98fl, 361, 177, 79S). 
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men were called military, though they did not have to 
perform military service. All this suggests that at some 
point in the feudal ladder, every fee in the kingdom was 
held by a man whose tenure was military, yet who did not 
and was not expected to perform military service, except 
by paying scutage. From the standpoint of these men 
of different grades, the king*s summons to the host was 
merely the occasion for the levy of a tai. The existence 
of the scutage as a general tax on the rear-vassals helps 
to explain the feeling in the thirteenth century that the 
increase in the rate and the greater frequency of the levy 
was a burden under John. Such a feeling would not be 
confined to rear-vassals, but would animate tenants in 
chief as well, though the majority of the latter usually 
performed their service in the field, for they would 6nd 
it increasingly difficult to collect from their men.'" 
Moreover, if discontent were aroused, it would all be 
directed against the king, for he was the cause of the 
levy."' 

Ill This feeling of tbe rear-vBS«als and its inBaence Is a matter 
of conjecture. There are eases when rear-vassals resist the collection 
of scutage, but one (?aniiot safely generalise from them (see atrave, 
p. 3B1). The cases cited above in which men were enfeoffed for a 
payment of Ecutage wiU illustrate the feeling of the suh-tenant. 
Itiey usually were to pay scutage as often as it should run, and 
not at a fliced rate, but at so much and ad pliu plut el ad tnjniu 
miatu. When the scutage was only an occasional levy as under 
Henry II and was never (alien St more than 20s, as was the ease for 
years, the amount of such an additional rent would be clearly under- 
stood; when however these men who had enfeoffed for such amounts 
found that sometimes they had to pay every year and at a mudi 
higher rate, it is likely that they wmjld be discontented. 

1" The king decided on the war and summoned the hr>sL He 
le:vled the scutage, he gave tenants permits to collect scutage from 
their vassals, and his officer distrained those of the latter who were 
unwilling or were slow to pay; sometimes the king collected It 
directly from the sub-tenant for the exchequer. It was to the king 
tliat Uie rear-vassal could appeal if his lord tried to collect scutage 
from him unjustly. Thus the whole levy centered In the king. 

884 
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Fart of the scutage and fine was paid at the exchequer, 
and part of it was paid either to the king himself, "in 
camera," into the wardrobe, or to the Bheriff.'" How was 
the money collected? When the scutage was put in charge, 
did the sheriff immediately begin to collect it from the 
rear-vassals, or did he deal with the tenant in chief? Two 
varieties of cases arose: that of the tenant in chief who 
performed his service and that of the tenant who paid a 
fine or scutage. Sometimes the sheriff collected scutage 
from the rear-vassals of the tenant who had served, but 
in general such a tenant received a writ from the kJng 
{de scutagio habendo) allowing him his scutage in whole 
or in part. Such a writ covered all his fees.'" The 
sheriff had his work to do here. He aided the tenant 
with distraint, if necessary ; he reported the number of 
his fees at the exchequer and he certified to the exchequer 
barons that the tenant had received a writ of quittance."* 
When the tenant in chief owed fine or scutage, there are 
cases in which the sheriff seems to have collected from 
the rear-vassals. '°° But the normal method is probably 
given in the instructions for the levy of the aid of 1217. 
Those tenants who desired it obtained a royal writ to 
collect from their vassals. If thej failed to do this, the 
sheriff entered their lands and collected the aid from the 
rear- vassals.'" It is not possible to prove that the tenant 
in chief would ordinarily prefer to secure such a writ, 
but probably that was the case, for such a writ would 
keep the king's official off his land. Tenants were con- 
tinually receiving these writs,'** Throughout the period, 

"" B. g., ace above, pp. 38. 89, «. IM. 
'"See above, p. 316. 
'"See Hbore, pp. 39, 30, 158, 319 JT. 
'=• See above, p. 331. 
■" Sec above, p. 198. 

I'iSee above, pp. I-IO, 14T, 159, 830, 310. See also such write 
(or the scutage of Kerry In Fine Roll, IS Henry III, m. li, 13( 
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stewards of tenants in chief were summoned to appear 
at the exchequer to account for the scutage of their 
lords.'"* The charge In the Pipe Roll was always against 
the tenant in chief, never against the rear-vassal, except 
sometimes when the barony was in hand."" Rear-vasaals 
of whom scutage was demanded by the sheriff for the 
exchequer protested that they were not tenants in chief 
and the demand was remitted.'" When a tenant in chief 
refused to fine, he was disseized, or distrained, and for the 
time nothing was collected from his land.'"' When a 
scutage was paid to the overlord, the presumption was 
that the fee was held directly of him.'*' Tenants in chief 
for the scutage of Poitau at 1S31 in Fine Rolt, 15 Henry III, part I, 
m. 6, 7, 8; for Uic sculagc of Elvej-n, ibid., 16 Henry HI. m. 7, 

>!>■> "Rieardus del Estre debet xvi sol, et viii den. de primo scutagio 
Regis Rlcardi . . . seneticallus ejus ofiidavit faccre pacetn et non 
veDit; in lennino pasdi' " (Exch. L. T. R. bundle 1, no, 3, Meca. Roll, 
I John, m. 17), See also Simon de OiBrterni, stewnrd of William de 
Braoee (ibid., m. 19, m. 19 d). "Hugo de Morba senescalltis Henrid 
de Trasci afT facere paeem de I. marc, et dim. de si^utagio sua sicut 
Ticecomes dlcit et non venit" (ibid., m. 19 d). See also Uie cases of 
summons of stewards of Eustace de Vescy, Robert Fiti Walter, 
Aubrey dc Vcr, Joilan dc NeviU, Earl Ferrers (Exdi. L. T. H, 
bundle 1, no. 4, Mem. Roll, 10 John, m. ia dorso, So, lla). "Hamo 
Fech' debet xiiii 11. viii sal. x den. de scutagio Regis H. tercii, de 
Bcutagio Wallix xx marcj senescHJlus ejus R. dc Craweden' aff. que 
fac' paccm de prsdicto dehito" {Frofeedingi of Bit Majetly'i Com- 
mitfioneri on the Public Rtrordi. 1839-1633, ed. C. P. Cooper. Record 
Com,, p, *i5i Mem. Roll, K. R,, 3 Henry III) s other references to the 
Stewards on pp, 385, 393, 459. "Humfr' de Bohun debet xxii U. et 1 
marc, de scutagio pictavlse; Roberlus de Suham senescalliis sff". 
Fiant brevia et coUigatur illud scutsgium" (Ewh, L. T. R., Mem. 
Roll, 9 Henry HI, m. 9 d). See references to stewards of Hugh dc 
Nevill, William Fiti Hamon, Robert Fite Walter, the heir of Robert 
dc Ver, the earl of Chester (ibid.. S7 Henry HI, m. 13 d, !♦, 15, 15 d. 
16); see also William Marshal (ibid., 28 Henry HI. m, 16); CrisUana 
Ledet (ibid., « Henry III, m. 21). 

i"o See above, p. ■IS. 

i»i See above, p. 319. 



12 Sec above. 



31, ( 



, 74, 99. 



x Sec above, p. 330. It was to the interest of the i 
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were charged with scutagc in more than one county, yet 
the amount due in one county might be paid in another."* 
It is likely therefore that in ordinary cases, when the pay- 
ment of scutage was not too long delayed, the sheriff dealt 
with the tenant in chief rather than with the rear-vassal. 
Besides the sums which were paid to the sheriff and for 
which he accounted to the exchequer, some payments were 
made by tenants in chief directly to the exchequer."' 
Possibly some of the fines were paid to special justices 
who had levied them.'"' The question may be raised 
whether the king when he came to distrain for his scutage 
paid any attention to the arrangements by which tenants 
in chief and sub-tenants had distributed the incidence of 
scutage .and service. According to the law, every part of 
the tenement was responsible to the king for the whole of 
the service due from the tenement.'" Consequently the 
king in order to get his scutage could enter any holding 
which owed military service and distrain any property 
which he found there.'" Yet some attention was paid to 
arrangements of the sub-tenants. If the reai^vassal had 
paid his lord the scutage, he would not be distrained."* 

of the overlord; othcrwisr, he might lose those lands which would 
then hold directly of the former overlord (Bracton, Not* Book, 
cases ilia. 67*, 1623). 

I" See above, pp. 29, 41, 51, 59, T5, 81. 

■"See above, p. 380. 

i«eSee above, pp. U, SS, 51. 

>" PoUock and Maltland, I, 361. 

iM Braeton. Note Book, caaes 009, 657, 660, 6T4, 1146, 1911. 

'•»'"Milites tcnentcs de honore de Stafford' venenint ad scoeca- 
riuin . . . Omnes dicuni quod soluenint scutagia regis damine Mill- 
Bente . . . Mandatum est vicecomiti quod non distrlngat cos" (Exch., 
L. T. R., Mem. RoU. 5 Henry III, m. 1 d). "Mandatum est vicecomiti 
quod distrlngat milltes tenentes de abbatis Sanctl Augustlnl Cantuar* 
In baiUva sua ad reddendum eidem abbati scutagium de Biham nisi 
habennt quielancinin per breve regis vel nisi fuerint in exercitu" 
(ibid,, 8 Htnry III, tn, 9 d). "Mandatum est vicecomiti quod pacem 
habere pemiittat WlUelmo de Gernun de demanda scutagU de terris 
que tenet de Emulfo de MaundevUI' quas idem Emnifus tenet de 

SSI 



i 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



If he had neither paid nor performed his service, then 
both he and his lord might he distrained, though the rear- 
vassal wfts only responsible for the amount due from his 
holding."" 

About three-fourths of the fine and acutage eutered 
under John is recorded aa paid in the first two years after 
the levy,'" In Henry Ill's reign, the proportion is still 
less.'" After the first two years, little scutage is recorded 
as paid. The debts ran on for years."' Payments were 
made and the scutage pardonnl long after the levy was 
put in charge. This means that the machinery for com- 
pelling payment was inefficient, a condition true with 
reference to other debts owed to the crown. 

What authority had the king for the levy of a scutage? 
The question that arises is whether the king took it by 
virtue of a right which he possessed as feudal lord, or 
whether, as in the case of the aids, he could levy it only 
bj the consent of his tenants. It seems unquestionable 
that the king took the scutage as his due. In the first 
place, by the terms of the feudal contract, the tenant in 

domino regc in capite quia idem Emulfiu debet indc respondere" 
{ibid.. 7 Henry III, m. 19). See tlie case of Robert le BuUilcr 
libid., 8T Henry IH, m. 3); of Geoffrey de MandeviU' (ibid., m. 7)j 
of Michael Bclet (ibid., m. 7 d); of the abbot of BeauUeu (ibid.. 
m. 9 d); of the tenants of the bishop of Durliam (ibid., 39 Henry 
III, m. 13], This was the custom under Henry II {Dialogus d4 
Beaccario. ed. Hughes, Crump and Johnson, p, HX). 

110 That both mi^t be distrained, see the Diatogut, above, note 
169; that the rear-vaRsal o>nly for the amount due from hU holding, 
Braeton, Nol» Book, cases eai, G5T, 1U6. 

111 Sec above, pp. 23. 36. 48, 55, 65, Tl, T8, 99, 103. 
1" See above, pp. 139, 1*4. ISO, 174. 185, 191, 19T, 249. 

ii>The abbot of Ramsey paid the first scutage of Joha In 1305; 
the abbot of Westminster In 1307; Eustace de Balliol paid on the 
same scutage £15 in 1308 and £10 18s 8d In 1909: in 193T, Uie bishop 
of Salisbury was pardoned sums due for the llrst elx scutoges of 
John because of nervices performed for Henry lit (Bot. lAU. Oiaiu., 
II, lB5a)i in 1351. scutage of Elveyn (1S31) was pardoned a tenant 
(Saieirpta, II, 103, 157}. 
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chief was bound to serve the king in war. If he failed to 
perform this service, he failed to keep his contract and 
his fee was technically forfeit. The king would have an 
undoubted right to a money composition. There was 
therefore in the scutage no question of the consent of 
the tenant. In the second place, to say that the tenants 
granted the scutage is to say that scutage was an aid. 
Such a statement involves a difficulty at once. Many 
Bcutages were declared at the close of a campaign in the 
presence of the host. Those present would not as a rule 
pay, for thej had performed their service. The scutage 
thus would be granted by the men who did not pay it at 
all, or in other words, the barons throughout Henry Ill's 
reign acknowledged the validity of the principle that the 
consent to a tax of those present bound those who were 
not present. When however we esamine the history of 
the aids, we find that even at the close of Henry Ill's 
reign, the tenants in chief doubted their right to levy 
aids on the property of absentees."* Hence we may 
question whether consent was involved in taking scutage. 
Furthermore, for thirty years after 1237, the barons 
refused to grant the king aids."" Yet during this time, 
three scutagos were levied.'" In view of the attitude of 
the barons toward extraordinary taxation at this time, 
and considering the fact that these scutages were the 
composition for service, it seems clear that the power to 
take them rested in the king's right to military service 
rather than in a grant by his tenants. Although this is 
true, there yet remain other questions which need answer- 
ing, particularly in the case of a king like John who 
insisted on his rights to the utmost. The king had the 

"1 See below, p. Sea 

1" Two aids were leried in this period, that of I94i to many the 
king's dniighter, and that ot 1853, to kntgrht his eldest sonj they were 
obligatory. 

B 19U, 1046, 195T. 
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right to levy the scutagc, but cou]d he arbitrarily deter- 
mine the rate? Could he levy it on some men while others 
were not asked for cither service or scutage? Could he 
levy fines as well? Was he the only one to decide when 
scutage was legally due? The expansion of the king's 
power along these lines led to the provisions introduced 
into Magna Carta.'" 

The tallage was levied on the royal demesne, including 
all demesne cities and boroughs. It was owed to the king, 
though he was not unrestricted in taking it. On an aver- 
age he levied a tallage only once in three years.'" Tallage 
was not always the correlative of the scutage, to the 
extent that when the scutage was taken from the military 
tenants, a tallage was levied on the demesne. This was 
done in many cases, but in many other instances, tallage 
was levied when no scutage was taken and scutage when 
there was no tallage, so that it is fair to say that the two 
levies were independent of each other. John levied both 
scutage and tallage in six or perhaps eight cases;"" he 
levied no tallage when he took scutage in at least three 
cases.'*" Henry III levied both scutage (or an aid on 
knights' fees) and tallage four times.'*' He levied scutage 
and no tallcge nine times,'" and tallage, but no scutage, 
eleven times.'*' When the king took an aid from the 
tenants by military service, he took a tallage from the 
demesne. This was the case in 1217, 1235. and 1245.'" 
In 1253, -no tallage was levied, although there was an aid 

'"See below, p. 361. 

I'SJohn took n tallage eix or eight times in 17 years; Henry III 
IS times in S6 years. 

"»In 1199, 1303, 1204, 1906, 1310, 1314, and perhaps in 1203 and 
1905: See inden: tallages, list of. 

no 1301. 1209, 1211. 

iei 1217, 1239, 1335, 1345. 

'"1931, 1923, 1224, 1298. 1931, 1333, 1242, 1346, 1257. 

1" 1933, 199T, 1934, 193S, 1241, 1249, 13S2, 1355, 12S0, 126S, 1269. 

IS* See above, pp. 138, 913, 949. 
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to kniglit the king's son. The omission was doubtless due 
to the fact that a tallage which had not yet been fully 
collected was levied in 1252. The king however asked 
the towns to make him a gracious aid for the expedition 
to Gascony.'" The demesne paid the new taxes on 
property,'" In 1237 and 1270, however, the towns paid 
a tallage instead of the thirtieth and twentieth.'" 

The scutage never became fixed at a certain rate, yet 
its variations were within limits. As the tallage was 
always levied in a lump sum, its variations could not have 
the regular character of the scutage. Yet with the 
exception of the tallages of 1210, there is a sort of limit 
beyond which the king did not go in the amount which 
he took from the towns.'*' Just as the rate of scutage 

1" See nbove, p. 2S8. 

>b<Id ISOT, \32B, and 1939; probably part of the demesne paid 
them In 193T uid 1970, that is, the part outside the towns. 
i*' See aboirc, pp. 919, 297. 
lu 1190 1205 1906 1210 12I( 
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increased toward the close of Henry Ill's reign, so the 
tallages seem to have become heavier. 

In Henry H's reign, the tallage was levied by the 
itinerant justices/** The same method continued in the 
thirteenth century. The itinerant justices, justices of 
assize, or some other royal official specially assigned to 
this work, made the levy, often, perhaps always, aided 
by the sheriff.^*^ The method of assessment which is 
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189 See above, p. 9. 

180 See above, pp. 31, 45, 47, 61, and index: tallage. 
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described in the Dialogui was followed. A town either 
paid a lump sum or was tallag«d by the justices per 
capita. If the siun ofFered b}' the town was not sufficient, 
the citizens had to increase it till the royal officers were 
Batisfied, or be tullnged per capita.'" Men outaide the 
towns might pay per capita;'" a vill or hundred might 
fine in a lump sum.'" Property however was not to be 
assessed."* 

Religious houses which held Iwid by military tenure 
paid fine or scutage. Sometimes the fine was called a 
donum."" When a scutage was taken, or an aid on 
knights' fees, the king might ask religious houses which 
did not hold by knights' service to grunt him an auxilium 
or a donum. John did this four times in connection with 
icutagos.'" Henry HI took a donum from religious 
houses in connection with the aids of 1286 and 1245,'" 
and when he went to Giiscony,'" He took one donum from 
them when no scutage or aid was levied.'*" The amounts 
raised in this way were often considerable."" 

The scutages, fines, and tallages were sometimes sufB- 
cient to defray the cost of a campaign. In 1210, these 
levies yielded not far from 2.^,000 marks,"" a sum which 
would probably pay the expenses of the expedition to 
Ireland. Usually however they fell short of supplying 
the necessary money. As the king did not always levy 

<•> See •boviv pp. 32, 68, 76, m, 148, 1TB. flOT. 
!■) Set abovr, pp. 45, 61. 83, 100, li8. 148. 
1" See above, pp. 33, 61. 76. 83. 1J8. 
'** This is inillcBtcd by the lump sui 

'f^ Sft above, pp. SS, 61. 

"• See al>ovc, pp. S3, ai. 68. TO. 7T. 

i«' Sec nboTc, pp. ai3, «M. 

■•» See sbove, pp. 190, M7. M5. 

'" See above, p. 849. 

•"0 See above, notes 196-199. 

»i See above, p. 08 f. 
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I increase his 
In 1214, John took with him at least 40,000 
marks, not counting money which he sent to Flanders ; 
the scutage and tallage (amount charged not paid) 
amounted to about 18,000 marks,"" The campaign of 
Bedford cost about 2,000 marks, while the scutage on 
laymen amounted to about 1,350 marks, of which 300 
marks were paid in 122+ and 1225.'" The expedition 
of 1226 cost at least £36,000; that of 1212. about 60,000 
marks; that of 1253, at least +5,000 marks.'"' 

It is not possible to state exactly the total income of 
either John or his son, but it is quite evident that the 
former was well supplied with money during the greater 
part of his reign. In 1200, he was able to pay 20,000 
marks to Philip."" In 1204, he is said to have sent much 
money to Poitou,'°° In 1206, he had a large sura on 
hand in the autumn at the close of his long campaign in 
France."' The thirteenth of 1207 brought in at least 
£60,000."' In 1208, the king had 40,000 marks at 
Winchester."" In 1212, he was keeping at the single 
castle of Nottingham over 50,000 marks."" In the last 
hair of the year 1213 and the early part of 1214, there 
are notices, which do not seem to be duplicates, of over 

»oaSee abo^ pp. 110-118. 

iMSce nbove, pp. 150, 159. 

*ot See above, pp. 16S, 23S, 960. 

>M See above, pp. 32, 34. For 1903, see Powicke, p. 349. 

»Ma9,000 marks (Cogg., p. 14T) j Davis, Normani and Angtvint, 
Oman Series, p. 345. says, "This is preposterous." 

"OT See above, p. 83. 

*osSee above, p. 91. 

los "et in liberationibus thesaurarii > 
feeerunt apud Winton' ad numerandum xl millia r 
(Pipe RoU, 10 John, Hants, m. 6 d). 

210 Thus on July 26 he scint there from Bristol over 49,000 marks 
and he aeknowledged the receipt at Nottingham of 3,900m froro 
London on August 19 (Rot. lAlt. Clatu., I, 123a, IBSb) ; there is ■ 
sum of 18,000m received at Merleberg (ibid., 116b). 
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80,000 marks of money on hand.'" Unlike his father, 
Henr; III was always short of money when he had no 
grtint from the great council."' This lack was due lO 
part to his extravagance and bad management"' and in 
part to the expense of certain outside interests: Gascony, 
Sicily, and his sister's marriage. But these explanations 
are not sufficient ; his predecessors also had a share in 
foreign affairs, yet they levied few aids. Two other 
causes helped to bring about the financial troubles of 
Henry III: a rise in prices'" and the reduction by Magna 
Carta of the ordinary income of the king,"" 

The origin of modern taxation is not to be found in the 
development of scutage from its original character BA a 

>ii In July. lO.ODDiD and in August S.OOOm wrre to be sent rrom 
the Templars In I^ondon to Flanden (/{of. Litt. Ctmu., I, ltjb| 
Rot. lAtl. Pat., p. 103b); the king hod left M.OOOm at the Temple 
to be drawn on for this purpose (Bo(. Litt. CUiut., I. I36hi Rot. 
Lilt. Fat., p. lOOb); in Augu.st. S^lOm were sent to Poltou {Rot. 
Litt. Pat., p. 103b): In December, 1313, and January, 1214, 3T,IK)0m 
were paid to the clergy (see above, p. 109): and the king look 
W^OOOtn with him to France In February. liH (see above, p, 110); 
thU gives a total of over M,000 marks. There is an entry In (he 
Close Roll whieh mentions three items footing up to 130.000 marlo, 
but the sums may not be mutually exclusive: "et pro cariagfo quin> 
quaginla millia marcarum a Bristotl' usijuc Divis' per Tbomam d« 
Saunford' C sol. . . . et Hugoni de Ncvill' xv 11. ad llbcrociones 
faeiendas quinquaginta et dusnun quadrigarum qui portaverunt u 
millia marcarum ... a BristoU' usque Cant' . . . Item pro eariagjo 
xf earectanuQ qui portaverunt thesaumm nostrum scilicet L mill* 
marcarum a Bristol!' usque CorP" (Rot. Litt. Clatu., I, lS9b). 

II' See index: Henry III. 

'" The oiost ttriking case of his lack of foresight is in the Sicilian 
affair. He had for several years been short of money although at 
the time he had hod no great extraordinary expense; he had Just 
concluded an expensive campaign In Gascony partly on borrowed 
money. Vet be agreed to pay tiie pope 135,000 marks for expenses 
which the papacy had already incurred In Sidly with no certainty 
that he would be able (o vit any of the tenth of IS54 to pay this 
debt (see above, p. 2T*). 

Ramsny, f>nirii of Iti* Cotulilation, p. 301. 
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commutation of mititarj service into a general tax on all 
fees levied by the exchequer whenever the king waged war. 
The scutage retained its original character throughout 
Henry Ill's reign and continued to be levied without 
difficulty while the king and Ills barons were struggling 
over the question of tajcation.'" The Bource of modern 
taxation was the feudal aid, the voluntary contribution 
which the vassal made to relieve the wants of his lord. 
There were certain aids which were not voluntary, but 
which were fixed by the feudal law. In France, there 
were the three regular aids, to which was added later 
the aid for the crusade,'"' la Normandy, the vassal owed 
aids for the lord's relief, the marriage of his daughter, 
and the knighting of his eldest son.^'* In the Latin king- 
dom of Jerusalem, the king could levy an aid to provide 
for his ransom and to pay a debt incurred for the general 
welfare."' The aids in England were fixed by Magna 
Carta at three,"" but the previous practice recognized an 
aid to pay relief,'"' It is however not with the aids which 
had become fixed that we are chiefly concerned, but with 
those which still remained voluntary, the gracious aids. 
Examples of these aids appear under Henry II, grantwi 
by the tenants to their lords for expenses on trips abroad 
on the king's service, for war, to pay the lord's debts, 
and simply as aim/ium, made gratis, bona voluntate.'" 

»<>In 1349, 1346, and 13S6. 

31' Esmein, Court Hitntntairt du droit fran^alt, cd. 1901, p. 100. 

3itTrii anuitn cmitumUr, cap. 47, 48; abo, to ransom the lord, 
^npten rovlwnwr, cap. 33. 

iiiDodu, Itutilutioni monarehigvet dona U royaum* tatiit d» 
J4rfuaUm, p. 949. 

awCap. le. 

Ill Glanvilj, cap. 4, Sj Stubbs, StUel Charttri, p. 163. 

it^fted Book, II, ccIxtU-Uxx, Appendix A. The date of the retunu 
is 1170 (Round, Commutu of London, p. 135). "Qiiando corner peredt 
■d Bervandss les Marches de Wales pluribus vicibus, gcIUcet, homines 
de domenio suo dcdenmt 100 snlidos; et Ricardias Alius .\trac et sui 
pares de uno socagio dederuot 3 marcos gratis. . . . Sed postea 
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Tlicjr continufd in John's reign. Isabella dc Bolebcc paid 
800 marks and three palfreys for certain privileges and 
, to have a reasonable aid from her tenants to pay this 
fine."' Warren Fitz Ceroid had a reasonable aid to pay 
his debts."' The abbot of Westminster had a reasonable 
aid from Ids free tenants tecundum quantitatem tenemen- 
torum tuorum to pay the aid promised by him to the 
king;"* IJUevise the prior of Acra.'** Such permits 
except in the three regular cases were forbidden by Magna 
Carta of 1215 (cap. 15), but the article was dropped in 
reissues of the charter. Henry 111 issued numerous writs 
requesting the tenants of his vassals to make their lords 
aid. Though in theory these aids were of grace, the 
frequency with which the king made such requests for 
the benefit of his vassals suggests that his request had 
the force of a command. The causes assigned were to 
pay the lord's debts to the king and others, to sustain a 
tenant in the king's service, to discharge reliefs, to take 
up knighthood, to marry the lord's eldest daughter, to 
go on a crusade, etc.'" The geDernl levies made by John 
and Henry HI were the application of this custom to 

homlnm de domenio comiUa dederuni 11 mareas ad quictanda debits 
comitist et Ricsrdun Alius Atraci ct sui pares dedcnint 4 marru 
et hoc bona vnluntalc (do. 1). Homines indc (de Drnluna) dlcunt 
quod post IrRnsilum dotnlni rcgin in Normnnniam, dederunt cidon 
Roberto Olio Hugonis domino suo 10 Eolidos ad neroitum dominl 
rc^s Wallie; et Sederunt iUi in auxlllo, ad quietanda deblta advereua 
Judn», Ifi aol. ct 8 den., gratis (no. iS)." 
*uMadoK, I. 616. n. b. 
»• Rot. Liu. Pat., p. Bda. 
t» Rot. Lilt. Clauf.. I. A9b. 

"*Ibid., p. 39b. For similar Bid<>, see Madox, I, 411, d. I: for (he 
Mfl et Salisbury, for the earl of Windicatcr, for the carl of Surrey 
to sustain hinuelr In the king's service, for earl Ferrers {Rot. lAtt. 
Ctat-.. I. 19Ta. lUa. b. aila);^ Hie conttable of Oieiter, for the 
prior of S. Swithin (Rot. LUI. Pat., pp. «Ib, Ala). 

' For the bishop of Worcester "pro expensls quas fecit in »ervldo 
Ldoniini J. reps": to the Itnights and free tenants of the abbat of 
I' St. Edmunds, to make faim a reasonable aid "pro amofe et peiitloM 
847 
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the kingdom as r whol« with the king as chief lord.*" 
Such levies had the same name and the reasons assigned 
for them were similar.'" A somewhat similar develop- 
ment was attempted by the French kings about a century 
later, Philip IV tried to establish a uniform tax by 
exacting the feudal aid in more than the four regular 
cases. He was only partly successful in doing so; the 
aids needed the consent of the taxpayers and varied in 
amount from one di§trict to another.*'" Thus the 
starting point of the change in both countries was the 
same, viz., the feudal aid. 

The aid was levied in three forms: a general aid on 
knights' fees, called also scutage; a carucagc; and taxa- 
tion of a certain percentage of personal property, the 
tax on moveables. 

None of the scutages levied by John were aids; all 
were compositions for service. Under Henry HI four 
aids on all knights' fees were taken ■"' two aids were taken 
on the fees of bishops (in 1229 and 1242) and one aid 
on the fees of all the clergy (1231). The first aid was 

nostrs" to pay his debts to the king, "tantomque inde pro nostra 
petitione faclatls quod preces nostras albi .sentiat fructuosm et dob 
vobis inde ad grates tenesmur"; for the new abbot of Fiscamp, a 
reasonable aid "ita quod dominus rex eos inde commendare debcat"; 
for the constabie of Chester "pro eipensis suis factis in servido 
cmcia"i for the prior of Stokes, to pay hie debts to the l<ingj for 
the blsliop of London, to pay his debts; John Marescnllus has litteras 
deprecatoriM to pay his debts (Pa(. Roll; I, 143, 393, 370, 984, 339, 
363, 372). 1'here arc many examples of these in the Patent Rolls of 
Heno- III. 

'!* They were not of course compulsory. 

"" Thus the carucage of 1900. the thirteenth of ISOT, the fifteenth 
of 192S, cICt were CHlled auxilio. The cause assigned was to pay the 
king's debts, to carry on war, etc. 

MO Vuitry, Rigivtt financier dt la Proncn, II, 144, 169-170. Vuitry 
classes under the aids the "retribution fgalement pro portion nelle aux 
fortunes et lib^rant du service de I'arnife." This was in England the 
fine and scutage, which had an independent development. 

>si 1917, 1935, 1345, 1953. 
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levied by reason of the grant of the great council.'" The 
king had no legal right to it irithout this grant. The 
second general aid (1235) was also made by grant of 
the great coiuici), though perha-ps it was thought that 
the king was legally entitled to it."* To the third and 
fourth aids (1245, 1263) the king was entitled by law 
without the consent of his vassals for they were of the 
three regular aids which every lord could levy."* Both 
were indeed levied at a meeting of the great council. 
Consent to the aid was however not involved. In both 
caseSt the king tried to get a gracious aid from the 
tenants, was unsuccessful, and then turned to the feudal 
aid which had to be paid."' It is probable that he could 
not fix the rate: in 1245, the fact that only twenty shill- 
ings per fee were taken was doubtless due to the unwilling- 
ness of the barons to pay more. The otlier three cases 
of aids are interesting because they look like a denial 
of the king's right to service in France from the fees of 
bishops."* They are perhaps to be connected witli the 
claim set up in 1198. Bishops however had furnished 
knights to serve in France in John's reign,"' A state- 
ment in Henry Ill's letters patent which were issued to 
the clergy in connection with these aids was perhaps 
intended to guard against the establishment of a precedent 
that the clergy did not owe service in France."' 

Like the scutage, the aids fell back on the rear-vassals. 

>s> See aboTc, p. Hi. 

>» Sec above, p. 908. 

t>t To marry the king's daughter and to knight bU eldest ioa. 

"» Sec above, pp. Ml, BS*. 

a" See above, pp. 189, IBS, 836. 

'" Tliey receive writs of quittance In John's relfn. "MlUtea arthl- 
ep[iteopl Cantuar' qui fuerunt in Mrrlcio regis ultra mare" (Rat. 
Cane., p. 990) ; Pomcke, pp. «9, note », 310. 

"» Sec above, note i3a. The teutage at 1943 on all tenants In 
chief except the bishops waj not an aid, but ■ scutogt In the iitrlct 
•ente, vlt^ the commatatlon for service (sec above, p. 999). 
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Aa to the collection, ordinarily the tenant in chief received 
a letter from the king, which authorized him to collect an 
aid from his tenants and respond at the exchequer. If 
he did not receive such a letter, the sheriff collected the 
aid from the rear-vassals,'" In 1235, a new method, 
copied probably from the taxes on moveables, was em- 
ployed. Two knights were appointed in each county to 
receive the aid from the tenants in chief in that county, 
but the innovation was not permanent.*" The sheriff 
aided the tenants with distraint. Each tenant in chief 
responded for the same number of fees as in the scutage 
proper. The king attempted to increase the number"' 
but his efforts were not successful.*" As with the scutage, 
there were many delays in payment. The aid on military 
tenants was usually supplemented by a tallage on the 
demesne and by dona from religious houses,"' 

The aid on knights' fees, the tallage, and the dona 
covered after a fashion most of the property in the king- 

"" See nbove, p, 1B8. 

»*o It WHS not done in the cases of the later aids. 

"' The atd of 1335 is not £iven in the Pipe Roll and we cannot sa7 
on how many fees it was paid in geoeral. Inquests were made in 
1935 and 1S43. ^ 

'*' The number of fees is not inereased in the case of tenants 
holding five or more fees each In the necounts of the aids of 12-16 
and 19^. Mr. Inman has compared the tenants holding ten or more 
fees in the roU of ISSS with the holdings of 1166 and sajrs that new 
enfeoffments have been entirel}' omitted {Pgvdal Statutic0, p. 51), 
In the roll of 13S3 there are Kome sergeants holding by small frnc- 
tional parts of fees who are charged with aid; these may be the 
results of the inquests (Pipe RoU, 38 Henry HI, patiim). 

lis 'So dona from religious houses were taken in 13IT in connection 
with the aid, probably because the clergy had just made a contri- 
bution to the king (see above, p. 1^). Dona were token in \%i9, 
lS3i, IMS, and 1S45. Tho^e taken in 1353 are said to hare been 
taken for the expedition to Gnscony, not for the knighting of the 
king's son. No tallage was token in 1353, probably because one 
had been levied in 1952 wliieh had not yet been entirely paid. The 
king however asked the towns for an aid for the campaign in Gaseony 
(see above, pp. 341, 343). 
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dom. The scutage was levied at a unifonn rate. It also 
fell back on men who were not the king's vassals and hence 
owed him nothing. These levies helped to form the idea 
of a general tax, taken for the needs of the government 
and paid by all who were in its cure. Yet directly out 
of these taxes was to grow no system of national taxation, 
or perhaps it would be better to say that no further 
development was to be made along this line. This was 
the old method of raising extraordinary revenues. It 
was inelastic. At a time when the expenses of the govern- 
ment were increasing, it could not respond. The rate of 
scutage had become fixed at not more than three marks 
per fee : the number of fees which should pay had also 
become fixed. The contributions of the towns might lie 
somewhat enlarged, though custom restrained too great 
an increase. The dona from religious houses could not 
be too large. The levies were not based on property so 
that there would be no increase in the amount of the tax 
corresponding to a rise in the value of the property. The 
method of collection was old and evidently ineffective, so 
that in the scutage at least the government could hardly 
realize more than half of the nominal tax charged."* 

The other forms which the aid assumed, the carucage 
and the tax on moveables, brought about a revolution in 
taxation. With them modem taxes began. In the first 
place, the basis of these levies was property not tenure; 
men paid directly to the king, no matter of whom they 
held or by what tenure.'" In the second place, though 
the members of the council which granted these aids may 
have thought that each acted for himself, individually, 
jet the result of the deliberations was to create a oniform 



L 



' »"Sm above, p. 3a«. 

*•< There were manv nccpUoiu to tMs, but It ws* the normal 
nKtbodi In the case of the aids on knights' Irea, the resr-TUsals 
Donaalljr p^d to their lords. 
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tax, proportional to the amount of property."* Finally, 
the machinery of assessment and collection was new (in 
taxation) and was national, not feudal. This machinery 
was in general in two parts : commissioners to each county 
representing the king, whose main duty was to supervise 
the assessment and receive the money ; a committee from 
the locality, on whom fell the burden of assessment and 
collection.*" The sheriff cooperated as a subordinate. 
He summoned the men of the locality to appear before 
the justices for the assessment: he distrained men to pay 
the tax; he furnished the transportation for the money; 
he distrained the collectors to pay the money at the 
exchequer."* The use of local bodies in taxation is 
regarded as one of the roots of the representative 
system."' This does not mean that under John and 
Henry III, they acted as a check on the king's power, 
protecting the taxpayer from unjust assessment. It is 
likely that the employment of the jury was a royal device 
in taxation as well as in other cases in which it was intro- 
duced.''" The rights of the barons were protected in 
other ways."' There is evidence that both the clergy and 

s'llliHt is, uniform wlUiln the class on which it was levied, not 
necrssaril^ throughout all England: f.g. the carucage of 12M on 
the eiergj only; the sixteenth of \3S6 only on the beneficed clergy; 
the tenths of 1^53 and after, on the clergy only. 

!-" In ISOT, each man made oath personally t>efore the king's 
commissioners. In the other cases where we have s complete descrip- 
tion of the machinery, the locality is represented. 

:•» See atove, pp. 90, 193, 135, 186, 904^ SIS. 

me .^dams, PoUticnl Hutory of England, 1066-1516, p. 366; Stnbbs, 
Conil. Hut.. 1 (4th ed.). 658. 

ssn It seems to have been the natural way to get at the value of 
property. Notice that in the levy of the fifteenth on merchants and 
the (lid on the Channel Islands, the jury was used (see above, pp. 
11,69), 

"1 Jn 1995, the bailiffs of the earls and barons made oath to the 
value of their lords' property; in 1*33, the collection was in the 
hands of the barons j in 1237, the bailiffs of the barons were to be 
present when the assesEment was made. 

3.'53 
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the laity disliked the inquests into their property and did 
not therefore regard the jury as a means of protecting 
their rights."' 

Most of the property in the kingdom paid the new 
taxes according to an assessment made as just described, 
but there were many exceptional cases. One can hardly 
say that there was a gradual cKange from payment of 
aid in lump sums to payment on an assessed valuation of 
property. It would be better to say that in the presence 
of so great a change the king was unable to enforce the 
new method against everyone. Thus in 1198, we know 
that most of the counties fined for their carucage; 7 
perhaps all did."' In 1207, most of the clergy seem to ^ 
have fined or paid dona for their thirteenth."' In the i 
aids of Henry III, there are many special provisions \ 
made for the assessment and collection on the lands of 
the clergy.'** Religious orders often were allowed to fine^ 
and so their property was not assessed."' 

The carucage was taken from nnore men on the holding 
of any tenant in chief than was the scutage, for it waa 
paid by men who did not hold by military tenure. One 
cannot say whether more men were liable for it on the 
royal demesne than for the tallage. The tax on move- 
ables fell on more men than the scutage on land held by 
military tenure and probably on more than did the caru- 
cage.'" Doubtless, it was paid by more men on the 

>»■ In 1198, the inquests ordered were rot takeo in the iDHJority of 
eases (see above, p. B) ; in 120T, the clergy often paid lump sams 
for their thirteenth (see above, p. 88) ; in 1335. the clergy were 
to useu their demesnes themselves; in \337. all their propertvj In 
UU, the inquests were opposed; In 1253, there was opposition to tbe 
method of levying the tenth (vee above, pp. 166. 3IT. 2M, nS). 

"' See above, p. 8, 

i'<See atiove, p. B8. 

»" See aboTe, pp. 136, 166, 201, 210, 215. 

5" Sec above, pp. 13S, 163, 203, 216. 

3" The main difference between the earticage and tbe tax on 
moveables was not in the amount of property «4ilch i 
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demesne than was the tallage.'" In some cases, the 
carucage yielded more than the scutage though this may 
not have been true in every county.''* The tax on move- 
ables however yielded unquestionably far more than any 
scutage or carucage which was taken at the customary 
rate.'*" 

A characteristic of the new levies was that a new assess- 
ment was made each time the tax was taken."' A roll of 
the property was drawn up and sent to the exchequer 
which thus liad a fairly complete "extent" of the whole 
kingdom along certain lines. This was probably done 
at the king's wish, not at that of the barons, for the 
possession of such an extent was wholly to the king's 
advantage. The new assessment would prevent the 
growth of immunities and keep the tas increasing with 
the increasing wealth of the community. Whether the 
tax did so increase under Henry III is doubtful. The 
thirteenth of 1207 yielded about £60,000, showing an 
assessed value of property of £780,000."' The fifteenth 
yielded about £57,000, an assessed value of £850,000; the 
fortieth yielded £16,000, an assessment of £640,000; the 



for in that respect there would not he much, if any, difference. It 
lay in the rote of ftssessment; the rate of two or tliree sliillings per 
carucate would not yield as much as a fifteenth, etc. 

>a»On the demesne, there wouid be men in Ihe towns who would 
not pay the carucage, but who wouid pay the tax on moveables. 
Some men would not pay the tallage because they had a charter 
of exemption from tallage; they would not be exempt from the " 

*"' See above, p. ISO and Baldwin, p. 38. 

aiioThus Ihe thirteenth in 1207 yielded £60,000, more than 
scutage or carucage yielded. 

asi Notice, too, that the thirtieth of 1237 and the twentieth of 
1369 were taken in September, when Ihe largest quantity of farm 
products would be on hand j the carucage of 1920 was to be levied 
June, when the amount of land to be i)ut under cultivation 
be the greatest. 

'>' Soe abwe. p. 91. 
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thirtieth, £22,000, an asseeaed value of £660,000; the 
twentieth of 1270, £32,000, an assessed value of 
£6-40,000,'" These figures may be incomplete, for the 
fifteenth of 1275 yielded £80,000, an assessed value of 
£1,200,000."* The increase may be due to more careful 
assessment, for John and Henry III did not always insist 
that the property be assessed, accepting lump sums 
instead. 

As the taxes on property were new, old immunitiesi 
from taxation were disregarded. Thus Richard taxed[ 
the churches and the Cistercians."" John tried to tax 
the beneficed clergy, but does not seem to have been 
Buccessful up to the time of the interdict."* Under 
Henry HI, the clergy became regular contributors to the 
king for property which in part at least bad never been 
taxed before."' Beginning with 12S8, they paid taxes 
to the king in eleven different years either on the assessed 
value of their property or in lump sums calculated on 
the basis of such an assessment."' These levies were 
bitterly resisted for two reasons: the clergy objected in 
the first place to paying any levy at all and in the second 
to the method of levy. In the first case they failed. It 
is clear that they preferred to grant a lump sum like a 
donum and to divide it up themselves among the different 
ecclesiastical divisions, thus avoiding the assessment of 



w* See above, pp. 1S9, 905. 91B, 999. 
>*• Ramsay, Daum of tk* Conttitalion. p. SM. 
s"> Baldwin, p. 70; sec aboTc, p. 7. 

"' See above, p. 88. During the interdict, all the tlrrgy Including 
I all kinds nf religious orders were tnxcd (see abore, p. IM). 

"They hod paid on their land held by military tenure; rellgioiu 
' houses had paid dona. The beneficed clergy had never been taxed 
by the king before 1994 and lor tiie dona an religious bodies wai 
BulisUtuted a lax oo the assessed value of their property. 

:°BFor Ave years beginning in 1J53. then In 1264, 1366, 196S, 1908 
(see abOTc pp. 963, 990/.). 



STUDIES IN TAXATION 



their property. In this they were partly successful.'" 
The alliance betweea the pope and the king was the 
immediate cause of the heavy taxation of the clergy which 
began in 1253. But the levy of a tax on the assessed 
value of the property of the clergy (other than their 
land held by military tenure) was no new thing. At least 
three different valuations had been made before.'^" In 
three or four other cases, a lump sum had been levied on 
the whole church, had been di^-ided up among the different 
bishoprics, and had been called a certain fractional part 
of the church revenues.'^' The difference between the 
preceding assessments and that of 1258 lies in the severity 
of the latter,"' which however did not give the full value 
of the revenues."' Thus the clergy finally became subject 
to royal taxation. 

The assessment of the new taxes was mainly in the 
king's hands."* The disbursement of the money was 
wholly in his power. Some attempts had been made to 
restrain him in this, but they had been unsuccessful."* 

*'<• The last two jrears of the tenth of I8A3 was compounded for 
In a lump sum of £53,000. Tliere wa« composition by individuals 
In 1966 (Bce above, pp. e7S, 993) and a kind or composition was made 
^neraUj Car the tenth of 1266 when the clergy B^Red to pay a 
tenth for three years on the assessment of i2H rather than pay a 
tenth for the last two years of the levy on a new assessment (ibid., 
p. 393); there was eomposlHon by the clergy in 1369 (ibid., p. 299). 

::oIn 1^16, lige. 1339 (see above, pp. 131, ITO, ITT. 176). 

"1 Perhaps In 12*0; certainly in ISW, 1346, 13i3 (see above, p. 
2fl*?.). 

s'J See above, pp. 273, 27i, 976. 

3?3 Graham, in E. H. R., XXIII, 434; HudsoD, "The Norwich 
Taxation of 1354," in Norf. attd None. Arch. Boe. Fuhl, XVII 
(1910), 43-1S7. 

"< Except in the taxes on the clergy. 

='6 For the fifteenth of 1325, see above, p. 167. The thirtieth 
was to be spent by the advice of some of the magnates who were 
added to the council; it was also to be stored in some safe place 
■^t si forte velit rex a proposlto . . . resUire, reddatur unJeuique qnod 
suum est, fldeliter distributum" (Matthew Paris, III, 383^ 410; IV, 
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tin significance of the changes thus far dis- i 
Bmssed lies in the growth of the king's power. The new 
taxes gave him an increased revenue over which he had I 
complete control; they provided him with a definite basis 
for future levies and with the nmchinerj for their assess- 
ment and collection; they brought under contribution 
classes which formerly paid nothing or an amount greatly 
beneath their capabilities; and they swept away the 
checks on his taxing power which lay in the feudal system. 
It becomes necessary therefore to examine the way in I 
which the king's power was checked and controlled. I 

The origin of that control is to be found in the feudal* 
principle that for the levy of any extraordinary contri- 
bution by the lord on his vassal, the consent of the latter 
j was necessary. Such contribution was a gracious aid, I 
' It is unquestionable that this prioeiple was well under-/ 
stood and in full force, and was not the shadow of a 
theory."* Otherwise it is difficult to see why John, strong 
as he was, never ventured to levy a tax on property in 
defence of which he could not allege some law, though he 
well knew how great an addition to his income it would 
make to do so."^ The case of the thirteenth of 1207 does 
»t form an exception to this statement, for that tax 

IM). la IMl, the magnates uked tor Ibe Appointment of twelve 
councillors tatlsfactory to them by whom any aid which might be 
granted should be expended (ibid., IV, 3^); another ■crount makes 
the number of eoundllon four, hut tills was probably another 
proposal (JbJtf., p. 367; PXrhn, Dtr PotilUch* CharakUr eon Malht<u 
ParitiniU, p. \3S). In lUS and later, the magnstes demandetl the 
appointment of « chancellor, a Justiciar, and a treasurer with their 
approval (.Matthew Paris. V, 5. 90}. 

174 "For the shadow of the feudal flctiOTi, that the taxpayer made 
a voluntary offering to relieve the wants of his ruler, seems to have 
RubsUted throughout the period" (Stubbs, Coml. BUI., I, 4th ed, 
ai9). 

I" Thus the thirteenth yielded nearly £liO,000. For the carucage 
of liOO, the excuse was that It was a relief for his lands in Fr«nc«j 
tile seventh mas a Sue for desertion (see above, pp. 33, IB). The 
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was taken with the consent of a great couDcil of tenants 
in chief."* HistoricaUy the control of the king in taxa- 
tion was brought about bv the growth of a feeling of 
corporate unity among the members of the great councO. 
There is not much trace of this in questions of taxation 
except among the clergy before the reign of Henry III.*"' 
But the feeling of unity in general began to grow during 
John's reign."" In 1201 occurred the meeting at Leices- 
ter in which the earls agreed not to follow the king to 
France unless he gave them back their rights."' It is not 
known whether their demands were granted, but in some 
way their opposition was overcome, for they accompanied 
the king to France."' In 1203, there was a plot of some 
of the barons to withdraw from the king's service, wliich 
was related to the king and which he frustrated in part,"* 
In 1205, John was forced at a meeting of the magnates 
to swear to preserve the rights of England."* Some kind 
of united action is indicated this same year when John 
gave up his invasion of France at the wish of the barons."' 
In 1207, the bishops and abbots refused to allow a con- 

scutages of John were owed to the king, for they were token in 
place of military servlee, consequently consent was not involved. 

"8 Sec above, p. 87. The consent was Individual and not cor- 
porate; the action of one tenant had no binding force on another. 

•'•The cases of 1163 and 1197 have been shown by Round not la 
involve the constitutional discussion of taKation (Feudal Bnglattd, 
pp. 487, 598). 

110 For a discussion of tlvis, sec Plehn, pp. 9-14. 

Ml Hov., IV, 161. 

»»2 Adams, Polilical BiitoTy of England, 1066-1216, p. 398; William 
of Albini who was one of the leaders is found with the king fn this 
expedition for he has a writ of quittance for scutage in 1801 (Rot. 
Cnnc, pp. 89, 193, SOS, 355). 

s«s Rot. Liti. Pat., p. 2Sa. 

=i< "ipse quoque rex, convocatis magnatibus Angliae ad Oxonefor- 
dlam, jurare compulsus est, quod jura regni Anglls de eonun consllio 
pro posse suo conserverat lllKsa" (Gerv. Cant., Oeila Rtgum, tl, 97). 

■as "prohlbente sibl Cantuariensi arehiepiscopo et aliis multis" 
(Wend., Ill, IBS); Cogg., p. U3; HUt. O. It Mar.. I 13103/. 
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tribution from the beneficed clergy."' In 1212, the king 
received warning of a combination of the barons against 
him, a warning moreover which he heeded,"' These coses \ 
show not merely discontent with John, but efforts at 
united action. This union came quickly at the close of 
the struggle with the pope; in 1215, a strong coalition 
of the barons obtained Magna Carta from the king. The 
corporate unity of the barons which was so important 
a factor under Henry HI thus began to appear under 
John. The question of taxation appears at the close of 
his reign as one of the causes which drew a section of 
I the magnates together.*** 

It is necessary therefore to nsk what was the bearing 
on taxation uf tlie provisions in Magna Carta. The 
articles cover all the levies which the king might take from 
I his military tenants. Only two terms are mentioned, the 
I euxilium and the scutagium. The auxilium used loosely 
[ nay mean any kind of a contribution, a donum, a thir- 
[ tecnth, a carucage, or a scutage in the strict sense.'" The 
f tcutagium in the same way may mean an aid to marry the 
I ling's daughter (1168); to ransom the king (1194<); a 
I gracious aid (1217); to knight the king's son (125S); 
I and the composition for military service. It is likely thatf 
articles 12 and 14, both terms were used in the strictr 
I technical sense, the scutagc as the composition for serviced 

IB" "consilio Inllo, omnn tam Cantuarifnsfs quam F.baracensea 
Dctropolltani unanimitcr rcapoDdcmnt. Anglicanain cccIuiBiD nullo 
I swdo tiutinere posse. . . . Rex ergo soniorl asua coDsIlio. exRCtionem 
I niatn pcnitus relaxavit" (War., p. 958). 

■' Wae.. p. !68i Cot., II, 90Ti Wend., Ill, 939. 
"Cot.. 11, 81T-91B. 

"See abovr. pp. 33. 01, 8T. Hie money paid by the tenant in 

Llfonnuidy was called auxilium eierdtus. The tallage on the town* 

^fcr the Irish expedition was railed auxilium rillaruin (Pipe Roll. I> 

1, patHm). The flue whidi the abbot of Malmesbury paid for his 

knighU was catted auidliuni (llol. Obi. pp. 13, 33). The KUtsge 

of 1904 wu called auxilium by WcndoTcr, auxiKa miHtaria (Wend., 

ni. ITS). 
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} aid which from time to time 



and the aid as the gracious 
the vassal might make to relieve the wants of his lord."" 
The articles provide that for the levy of a scutage or 
of a gracious aid, the great council shall be summoned. 
An interval of at least forty days shall elapse between 
the date of the summons and the time of meeting. Those 
who answer the summons shall have the power to grant 
or to refuse either a scutage or an aid and their decision 
shall be binding on those who failed to come. The regu- 
lation was ft great change in several ways. It made it 
obligatory a lways to summon the great council for aids 
and scutages. It changed an occasional pract ice into a 
ru!e;__The aid of 1207 had been taken in such a council. 
Whether the carucages of Richard and John had been 
granted in a great council, we do not know. The scutage 
of 120+ had been taken in such an assembly, but this was 
not John's ordinary procedure. Another change was tha t 
t he articles substituted corporate for individual consen t- 
Fi nally, scutage was tr an sform ed from the compo sil 
for military service into an aid which the king could 
levy with the consent of his tenant s. 

But the articles were not satisfactory. In 1217, 

barons said that they contained grave and doubtful 

ters, which seems to mean that the barons had not said 

I 1215 exactly what they wished to say. One of these 

j doubtful matters was the question of corpop«te consent 

X in connection with aids. It was a principle not fully 

accepted at the close of the reign of Henry III. A case 

involving it arose with the aid of 1217, levied while these 

articles were being recast. The bishop of Wi 

claimed that he had never agreed to this aid, and 

"0 That Ihej- are used in this strict technical sense is suggc 
by the fact that another sort of aid is carefully distiDguished i 
these two levies, rii., the aid in tbe three re^lar cases, to k ~ ' 
Icing'a son, etc. 
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ingly the government exempted him from paying it.*" 
But the great difficulty lay with the regulation of the 
scutage, and it wns scutage that the barons had chiefly 
in mind. There can hardly be a doubt of the truth of 
this last statement, for the final version of the charter 
mentions scutage only. Hence in order to^ understand 
the regulation in the charter of 1215, we must conside r 
the character of John's scutages in order to asc ertain the 
grievance which theba rons nought to remedy . At the 
outset it must be remembered that all of John's scutages 
vere acutages in the etrict sense, the composition for 
service ; they "were not aids. Th e right to take th em 



right to jnilitary s< 

Now the barons 



therefore rested on the king 's _ 
rriivg hia tpnanls, i;nt on theif CQpsent. 
had no wish to change the feudal law by which they held 
their fees. It -iotlows that the i ntroductio n of conse nt 
to ^cutagc in the ch arter of 1215 was not due too^wish 
, to change the fundam ental principle upon which the levy 
was^ based, but rather to correct abuses and_to fix the 
limit j^nthi p which jt could be legally taken . The abuses 
had arisen Jn connection with the rate of scutage, the 
fines, and the occasions on which scutage had been 
demanded. 

For forty years before the accession of John, the rate 
of scutage had not exceeded £1 (one and one-half marks) 
per fee. .Tnl^p huA i^ip'^ijifltfly r aised the rat e to two 
marks and finally to three marks per fee. In additioDi 

Ihe had collected fines which still further increased the 
amount of composition, taking them from both greater 
and lesser tenants. The fines seem to have become heavier 
as the reign went on. Levied at n o customary rate, 
U8U 
hea 
was 



usually in a lump sum, the fine threatened to Become a 
heavy burden. To say however that the rate of scutage 
was increased from one and one-half to three marks per 
Sm above, p. in. 
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fee and that the average rate of the fine (including 
scutage) was four or five marks per fee still leaves the 
grievance almost inexplicable, for the price of a knight's 
service far exceeded anj rate of scutage, or the average 
rate of the fine. The difficulty lies in the fact that the 
amount of composition has been compared with the con- 
ventional number of fees on which a tenant paid scutage 
or fine at the exchequer, in the belief that such a number 
equalled the quota of knights which the tenant would 
otherwise have furnished. The solution will be found if 
we remember that military service had become reduced 
and that the tenant's contingent therefore was smaller 
than the number of fees on which his scutage was com- 
puted. Thus if a tenant held fifty fees, he might answer 
the summons to the host with ten knights, and in doing 
so he would be considered to have performed his full ser- 
r T-ice. If the rate of scutage were two marks, his scutage 
'i would have been one hundred marks; that sum of money 
I however would have bought the exemption from service, 
I not of fifty, but of ten knights. The rate of composition 
»— tRerefore would really have been, not two marks, but ten 
marks per knight actually furnished, an amount which 
would in some cases have been the full commutation for 
service. Now the king was increasing the rate of scutag e 
and he was levying fines as well; that is, he had broke n 
aw ay from the customary rate o f composition. There 
was only one logical limit to his exactions, a rate which 
should be the equivalent of full service from each tenant 
in chief, or something like ten marks per fee. There were 
cases in which he had actually demanded this amount," 
but in the state of military service at that time, a rate ■ 
ten marks per fee meant in cases a composition of tweni 
or thirty or more marks per knight actually fumishe^^ 
Thus the inar£a,ap i" tl"' '■"*" "* ni-iitngi' anA ^hc fin"^ 
"* See above, p. 98 and below, note 294. 
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I wna not a theoretical but a real grie vance.'" Again, when 
icutago was not taken throughout the kingdom and 
^irhen the host was not summoned, John would demand 
I tcrvice from a section of the tenants and collect fines 
from such a§ did not wish to go. In 1211, no general 
expedition was sent to France, yet the king summoned the 
knights of Robert Fitz Walter and Eustace de Veacy, 
both honors being in hand, and the tenants on the fees 
of bishops in exile, sent 100 knights to France, and com- 
pelled the rest to fine at ten marks per fee."* Moreove r, 

I' Thnt tennnta served with only port of Iheir nomiDal eontingrnt* 
[D the beginning of the thirt^'nth century, see above, p. 309. 
1 The difference between the rate of $cutsg% and the composition per 
I'fcnight furnished can be well iUuitralrd from the seatage of Ireland, 
~ en at three marks per fee (nee alxrve, p. 97). The follnwlng 
I table gives the number of fers held by enofa tenant, the scutage which 
I be would hare paid, the number of knl|[ht5 furnished In the can)' 
I p*ign, and the rate of commutation per knight famished. 

Nmntor Rate of 

Number «r inminuUllan 

of Sruliute Imiiclitii pet knlKht 

Im at am riirnfilwd Oimiitwd 



Earl Warennc 


IJO 


Robert de TateBbal 


9S 


WUUan Malet 


91 


Earl Aubrey de Ver 


3«Mi 


BUhop of Salisbury 


32 


Ralph Sudley 


3 


Rol>ert de Tumham 


31 


Henry de OilU 


33 


Geoffrey Flti Peter 


9BM 


Earl of Hereford . 


30« 


Countess of Clare . 


B 


Nlp:l de Luvetot . 


IS 


Robert Manniun . 


95 


Gillwrt Gaunt 


69"^ 


GUbert Peke 


IS 



1*4 



This explanation makes intelligible the minimum rate of scDtage 
at one mark given in the "Unknown Charter of Liberties." If tenants 
served with their full cuntlngenls, such a rate would be absurd. 
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John had collected scutage when the feudal law would 
h ardly j ustify him j p sn dnjpg. That he was able to do 
this was partly due to the fact that he put the scutage 
in charge at the opening of the campaign. Then whatever 
happened afterward, he continued to collect the levy. 
In 1199 and in 1201 there was little or no fighting after 
the king crossed to France, yet a scutage was taken,'" 
In 1204>, some knights wore sent and a scutage was paid, 
but the king neither went nor led the host to France."* 
In 1205 only a picked body of knights was sent; still the 
king collected scutage.'*' In 1209, the host was sum- 
moned and the king led it against the king of Scots, When 
the two hosts met, there was no fighting; a treaty was 
made. Those tenants who had not been present in the 
host paid a scutage.'" In 1214, the question that arose 
over the scutage was not whether it had been granted by 
the tenants, but whether the king was legally entitled to 
The barons claimed that they did not owe ser^'ice 
across the seas and that consequently scutage was not 
Ldue."' 

Indications of discontent with the fines and scutages 
are not wanting during the reign. In 1199, one chronicler 
calls the scutage of that year a gravtt exactio and says 
that never before had more than twenty shillings been 
paid.'™ In 1206, though the campaign was to bt fought 
in France, the rate was reduced to twenty shillings.*"' In 
1209 and in 1211, John took hardly any fines. In Igl-t. 
no fines were levied, but the rate was raised to three 



s*> See above, pp. 91, 313. 
*•• See above, p. 64. 
»»' See above, p. 69. 
i"' See above, p. 94. 
>B»S« above, p. \\2. 
looCogg., p. 101. 

*o'The concession, if it was a concession, was more apparent than 
real Nearly the iriiole levy consisted of fines (see above, p. Tl (.). 

964 
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markB per fe e. Now here is a. great grievance, felt by 
the barons since the beginning of John's reign and based 
on a legal right of the king, the law of military service. 
The tenant was bound to serve the king in war; if h e 
wished to be exempt, he must pay any sum that the 
king demanded, or forfeit his lapd j . Thus the king had 
the right to much more than he took in fines and acutagea. 
If ho retained this right in entiret y, he had a^remendoua 
yeiipon of financial extortion. T he reform therefore'^ 
w hich the barons desired was that th e commutation of 
mibtary service should be uniforni, reasonable, and taken 
only when the king h*d « li-gn-1 right to it. The question 
at issue was accordingly not whether they should have 
the right to grant or to refuse a scutage. The tenants 
would come very near to this, especially in determining 
whether or not a scutage was legally due, yet the real 
point to b e decided wou ld jiot be co nsent. When the 
king had waged a proper campaign at the head of the 
host, there would be no question of his right to take a 
scutage. This can be well illustrated from the reign of 
Henry III. Beginning with 124'2, the barons refused 
again and again to grant the king an aid except those 
to which he was entitled by the feudal law. Yet during 
this tim" three scutages were taken, that of Gascony of 
124-2, that of Gannoc of 1246, and that of Wales of 
1258, all based e%Hdcntly on the king's right to military 
service. 

This interpretation of articles 12 and 14 shows why 
the articles were dropped by the barons. As to the aids, 
the reason was because corporate consent was substituted 
for individual consent. As to scutage, it was b ecause this 
levy had been changed from the composition of military 
service into an a id. Moreover, it was a cumbrous pro- 
cedure to summon the great council to discuss a scutage 
vhich could be conveniently declared at the close of the 
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campaign. Ab many of the tenants in chief would be 
present, they could wntch over their rights as efifectuaUy 

tin a specially summoned council. The charter of 1217 
iwers to the desires of the barons. It limited the regu- 
ion to the scutage, a word wluch might be interpreted 
mean either the composition for military service or 
; kind of an aid.'" The abuses of scutage from which 
thej had suffered under Richard and John were to be 
abandoned, though no method by which this reform was 
to be enforced was prescribed. In all probability, the 
omission was due to the difficulty of framing such an 
\ article. Furthermore, John was dead and his successor 
I was a boy who was controlled by the barons. Under these 
/ conditions, the king would hardly violate the law which, 
L ttiniigli well understood, was hard to put into words,"" 

The expectation of the barons was in great measure 
realized. The reign of Henry III shows that the king 
was restricted in determining the time and the circum- 
stances under which a scutage would be due. A campaign 
against a rebel might soraetimea be considered a sufficient 
cause for a levy but not always.'"* Once the host was 

SOI "Scutagiuni csplatur de ertero situt capl consuevtt tempore 
Henriei regis avi nostri." 

»oi Professor Adams, whose interpretation of the articles I tiave 
followed, says; "There is certainiy some ground for thinking that 
the barons may have been conscious thot in their ststemeat sbout 
scutage in clause IS they had gone farther than they were justifled 
in going and that, therefore, as Hcutage was the main reason for the 
clause tlic whole subject was omitted in 1316, with a general refer- 
ence to dabitabilia, because no satisfactory substitute could be 
thought of in the hurried conditions of the moment, and later, still 
troubled by the difficulty of accurate statement, they contented 
themselves with the historical reference to the time of Henry II, 
which did really stnte vaguely but accurately what they wanted" 
(Oriyin of the Eagliih CoiuiUiilion, p. 983). 

■"« It was so considered in 1231 and 1931, the camp^gns of Biham 
and Bedford; no scutage was however leried in 1933 for the cam- 
paign against Richard Marshal. 

306 
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■ummoned and marched to Walea and once it was led 
against the Scots, but there was no fighting in either 
case and no scutage was taken."" Throughout the reigni 
the scutage was regularly levied at or near the close of 
> campaign. When in 1229 and 1242, the king wished 
to take it at the outset, he did so with the consent of the 
barons. '''° The rate gradually rose again to three marks 
per fee, yet it seems in general to have been fixed by con- 
sultation with the barons.'" As to the fines, few if any 
were taken while the barons were in control of the govem- 
incnt. fieginning with 1229, after Henry III took charge, 
fines reappeared. The barons were therefore unsuccessful 
in making scutage the sole composition for service. But 
the importance of the fines diminished after 1230 because 
the struggle then was no longer over the scutage, but over 
the tases on personal property. 

As to the aids, although the machinery for summoning 
the council was dropped from the charter, the king con- 
formed to the regulation laid down in 1215, He never 
took an aid except by the consent of the great council. 
It is likely that this was due to the growth of co^po^ate^ 
feeling among the magnates, rather than to a desire try. 
conform to article 14. However tliat may be, the method 
followed was the same as that provided in the dropped 
articles. There need therefore b« no surprise that the 
articles were never reinstated, though there was much 
discussion of taxation under Henry III. The policy 
which they embodied was practically carried out. The 
barons in the course of the reign faced a new problem, 
to devise a method to prevent the king from levying aids 
at will when he summoned the great council. The charter 
of 1216 would not help them in this. 

•<>* The lapcdltlon ag&Intt Wales In 1941 : against the S«its In 19M. 

*«• See above, pp. 186, «T, 3M. 

mSm above, note 300, and pp. 139, ISl, 1ST, Me, KM. 
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At the opening of Henry Ill's reign, the king had no 
unrestricted right to tas. It was Btill necessar; for him 
to get the consent of his vassals if he wished a contribution 
over and above those given him by the feudal law, but it 
was individual consent, not corporate, and except in 
the case of an aid on knights' fees, the right was not 
protected by the charter."" 

The men who obtained the charter were the tenants in 
chief described in clause 14. It was thus a bargain, a 

"•»Cf. Stubbs. Com*. Hiit.. II (3rd ed), 91: "The consHtutional 
clauses, those touching tHxation and the national council, were 
omitted. . . . The reasons tor this course are obvious. The baronage 
was for the tnomeot in the place of the king; to limit the taxing 
powers of the cro«-n would be to tie their own hands"; and ogfUD, 
p. 37. on the charter of 1317: "the Mth (clause) which prdrides that 
Bcutagea shall be taken as in King Henry's time, may show that in 
some points, the current of recent history had been retrogressive"; 
and In nole S, p. ST: "the exact force of the clause (14) is however 
uncertain: if as may be thought, it was to restrict the amount of 
Ecutage, it was a concession on the part of the crown; U it means 
that scutages should be taken without aslcing the commune 
concilium, it was a retrograde act The scutage taken nearly at 
this time was assessed by the commune concilium." Stubbs believed 
that John's scutages were general taxes, levied bv tlie sole authority 
of the king and that in theory they needed the consent of the 
barons; hence these statements. Scutage however under John was 
not a general tax, but was the commutation for knight service, and 
OS such did not in law need the consent of the tenants. The scutage 
of 131T should not be ctaased with John's scutages, for it was an 
aid and therefore was taken and had to be token with the consent 
of the barons. Clause i4 of the charter of lilT had the same aim 
as clauses 12 and 1* of the charter of ISIS; it undoubtedly restricted 
the amount of composition which the king could demand, as StubiM 
Bays, though it did not provide any method by which that was to 
be accomplished. But the reason for dropping the constitutional 
clauses was not to untie the hands of the barons in the matter of 
taxation (see above, p. 365). Cf. Petit -Dutaillis, Stvdin SuppU- 
mentari/ to Slubbi' Contlitfitioiiat HUlori/, pp. 141-143: "This word- 
ing (of the charter of 1911) dearly proves that the barons . , . only 
wished to be secured, in some way or other, against the too frequent 
return and the raising of the rale of scutage." Cf. McKecfanie, 
Magna Carta, pp. 292-294. 
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I treaty between the king and his vassals. There existed 

I among the latter a certain feeling of unity which had 

been called into existence by the tyranny of John, but 

I was not yet permanent. Nor did the barons represent 

the nation;""' they were not the regnuni. The phrase 

"per commune consilium regni," on which some emphasis 

has been laid,"" as representing a new conception of their 

assembly by the barons, was merely a form, a variant of 

I the familiar "per consilium baronum nostrorum" etc.*" 

I The settlement of the question of taxation was yet in tlie 

future. It was the work of Henry Ill's reign to establish 

certain precedents concerning the levy of taxes, to make 

this corporate feeling permanent, and to change individual 

into corporate consent. It is the purpose of this section 

to outline the steps by which this was accomplished. 

kThe cause of the conflict between the king and his 
barons which resulted in the control of taxation by parlia- 



' ID* Adams, Fol. Bi*t. of Etigland, 1M8-1I1B, p. 437; Pctit-DutoUliR, 
Sluditi. p. 139; NorgBtc, John Lacklanil, p. 134. 

iio'*I)cr drni Parlnnirnt mit d«i dcutscrhcn Londstandcn g«nHn- 
MTDF Ansprurb, die Vcrtretiing dea gani«n Landcs au srin, tritt 
. berelts In An Magna Charia herfor. Mier findet stch KUm cnten 
I Dale die spater rejcelma&.Hig gebrauchte Fonoel: nach deni gctneln- 
•■inen Rate dti Landti (per commune consUinm regvi), wodurch 
die Zustlinmung des Parlamenb lu GeseticD and Verordnungen 
BUBgrdrllekt wlrd" (Plrhn, p. 14). 

siijuhn issued orders per ronsiUuin baronum, etc. The asiiie of 
the flrteenth on merchants, 1904, per consiliam fldelium nostrannn 
{Rot. Litt. Fat., p. 43); a safe conduct, juxta consilium vestrum et 
allorum fl<tellum nostrorum (ibid., p. 46b): liberntJon of ships, 
rommunl consilio baronum nostrorum (ifttd., p. Sib) j for nine 
knights to equip a truth, cum assensu arrh teplscoporum, episcoporum, 
eonutum. barotiuro et onuiimn fidelium nostrorom .Anglic (i6uf., 
p. 55a) ; for the levy of the thirteenth, per commune consilium et 
assentiUm concilii nostri (ibid., p. T3b); ssslxe concerning clippers 
•ikd counterfeiters of money, per eommaiu connliKm rtgnt nottrl 
(ibid., p. A4b)i in IIH, John was dlMeised prr cumm«a# etnuiUmm 
ngni (Hot, III, Hfl). 
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ment was the king's lack of monej.'^' Henry III tried to 
increase his insufficient income by taxes granted by the 
great council, and the frequency and severity of his 
demands led to the development of corporate unity among 
the barons and to a measure of corporate consent. 
According to Magna Carta, the great council was com- 
posed of the tenants in chief, viz., the clerical tenants, 
the greater barons, and the lesser barons or knights. 
The clergy and the greater barons were summoned by 
individual writs; the knights by a general writ trans- 
mitted to them by the sheriff. This body, known as the 
great council, varied greatly in its composition and in 
the conditions under which it met. It was usually spe- 
cially summoned,*" but the tenants in chief in the host 
with whom the king would consult In levying a scutage 
after a campaign would be equally regarded as the great 
council. When the body was specially called together, 
the writs of summons stated the time and place of the 
meeting. The business to be transacted was described 
in general terms, e.g. "tractaturi de magnia et arduis 
negotiis nostria,"*'* Magna Carta stated that forty days 

'"Sec above, p. 3M. A great difficulty seems to have been that 
Henry was not a good financier. 

313 B.y, in 1395 when the fifteenth was granted; "eonvocwitur . . . 
procures Anglifls" (Cov., II, 256); "convencrunt , . , sd vocationcm 
regis magnates AngliK tam laici quatn pcslati" (Wend., IV, 933)) 
'^a>iBit . , . acripta regalia, pnn-ipiens omnibus . . . videlicet archi- 
episcopis, etc-, ut onuies . . . Londoniie convenirent" (Matthew P«ris. 
Ill, 360, 1937); also, ibid., IV, IBO, 1242; "regia satmioaitione 
ConTOcati" (ibid., 363, 1244) ; "rex, missis Uteris snis, , , . eonvocasit" 
{ibid., ill, IS*6) ; "pe'' scripta sua regis . . . convocari" (iWd.. S90, 
1947); "edicto regio convocata" {ibid., V, 6, 1948); "voeavit dominiu 
rex per literas suas" (ibid., 47-49, 1949) ; "en edicto regio convocati" 
{ibid.. 334, 12aS)j In 19SS, 1954, 1S55 {ibid., V, 373, 493; VI. «B). 

an Sfhrt Charleri, p. 889, summons to the bishop of Saliabur}- in 
1B05. In 1937, the council met "crcdentes sc »el impcrialia vel alia 
ardua negotin provlsuros" (Matthew Paris, HI, 380); in 1843, a 
writ summoned tlie members of the great council to London to d 
crate on difflcutt affairs of the kingdom which admitted i 
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must elapse between the time when the summons was sent 
out and the meeting of the council. The regulation was 
not alwajs observed, but about a month was regarded as 
the necessary interval.*"* As to those who attended such 
a council, no hard and fast rule can be laid down. The 
membership varied from one time to another. Only those 
came who were summoned, and attendance was obligatory. 
But a summons was not regarded as a privilege, for in 
1258 an arrangement was made by which the presence 
of all would not be necessary,"" If a tenant failed to 
come, an excuse was given or a substitute sent,'" Not all 
were always summoned. In 1220, the carucage was 
granted, according to the king's writ, by all the magnates 
and faithful of the realm. Yet the tenants of Yorkshire 
were neither present nor summoned."* In 1289, the earls 
and barons were summoned to meet at Northampton and 
the bishops met later at London."' Sometimes the tenants 
were unwilling to take any action because of the absence 

ttiU was to get an nid for the invasion O'f Goscony (ibid., IV, 190) ; 
in 14*6 "edicto wgio convocata totius regui Anglir nobillUs conrenit 
LondoniU"; Ihnt the writ did not state that an aid waa to he asked 
1b indicated by Matthew Paris: "et cum pmposuisset dominus rex 
(non eniiu proposituiu suum latuit luiiversitatein) pecunlare siudliuiB 
postulare etc." (iTiid., V, 5, 6). 

>i5In 195S, the rrp-nts received the liinfc's Iftters at Cbriatmas 
to sumtnon the council on January 13 to get an aid for him. The 
Interval was too shnrt, so it was summoned for .lanuary 91 (ibid., 
V, 493, givln); the date of the meeting; ibid., VI. 3»1. for the state- 
ment of the regetit.s). 

»"• There were three parliaments to meet whether summoned or 
not and composed of twelve men clioseii by the commonalty (5«l«c( 
Ckarlrrt, p. 396). 

»" Thus in toe April parliament of IBiS, "archieplscopus vero 
Eboracmsis . . . cxcusavit se, asserenK se esse retnotum et Benem"[ 
"pro Cestrensi aulem absenle valitudo nianlfeste allegaTit" (Matthew 
Paris. V, 3TS}. The cases of Eubttitules relate to the clergy (ibid., 
IV. 165. 3T9; Wllkins. II. 90.) 

ii'SfUfl ChnTtfTi. p. 319; Shirley. 1, lil, 
i> Modox, I, 607, n. x. 
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of some members. la 1232, ia response to the king's 
demand for an aid, the clergy asked for a postponement 
of the matter because many bishops and abbots were 
absent.'^" In 1219, the absence of Richard of Cornwall 
prevented the barons from taking action on the demands 
which they had previously made of the king.'^' In 1252, 
the clergy refused to act on account of the absence of the 
archbishops of Canterbury and York.'" In ISSi, at the 
Easter meeting of the magnates in London, a demand for 
money was presented from the king who was in Gascony. 
The barons replied that they had now been waiting for 
three weeks for earl Richard and some other magnates 
who delayed in coming. No further action was taken, 
except to repeat that they would come personally to the 
king's aid as they had promised in a previous meeting.*'* 
In 1255, the clergy refused a demand for money on 
account of the absence of the archbishop of Canterbury 
and of some bishops.'"' In this same year, the barons 
refused to take any action on a request for money, because 
their peers had not been summoned to the council.'" 

There were no 6xed dates on which the council met, 
hut favorite times were early in February, after Easter 
and after Michaelmas. Nor were the meetings always 
held at the same place, though toward the end of the 
reign, London and Westminster were often selected."* 

When the council met, the initiative was taken by the 
king. The aid was asked for either by the king in person 



S'° See above, p. 900. 

SI" Matthew Psria, V, T3. 

"" Ibid., 338. 

11' Ibid., 434, 440. 

»=< Mntthew Paris, V, S32. 

SIS "Et responsum fuit quod omnes tunc temporis non fueniot 
juxta tenorein magns carte sur vocatl, et ideo sine paribus suis 
tunc sbsentibus nullum voluerunt tunc respomum dare, vel auxUtum 
coiiceiiere vel pnestare" {ibid,, 520). 

"" Other places were Winchester, Oxford, and Northamptwii. 
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or by deputy. The tax w&a not merely demanded ; reasons 
for its necessity were always given to persuade the barons 
to make the grant. Sometimes the demand was for a 
special kind of lax. In 1225, Hubert de Burgh asked for 
a fifteenth; in 1237, a thirtieth was requested; in 1257, 
a tenth from the clergy for two years,"^ The council 
might substitute a different kind of an aid for the one 
which the king wanted."* Discussion always followedt 
which was usually secret,*" It ended in all cuses in a 
definite reply which a committee might Announce to the 
king. In case the response of the magnates was unsat- 
isfactory, the king communicated further with the mem- 

"I Id 1S95, Hubert de Burg^ nplained why an aid should be 
made (Wend., IV, 99); in 1»T, WitUikm de RalFg:h spoke "quasi 
mediator inter rcgem et regni magnates"; the king was howcTer 
present and later spoke to the msgnalcs, "quod eum rex audisaet 
(complaints of the magnates) . . . polUcebatur" (Matthew Paris, 
lit, 360-^9); In 1949. the king seenu to have addressed the harons, 
for Ihey "contrBdiicninl Igitur regt in facicm" {ibid., IV, 199); In 
19U. the king asked "ore proprio"; id I9W, "Id propria persona"; 
In 19*6. "ore proprio" (ibid., 3fl9, 3T3, 5M)j in 19*8, the king wu 
present and probablj made the demand: "eum proposuisset dorainus 
rex. . . . Hre (the complsjnts) cum audissct dominus rex, confusus 
Id scmetipM erubuit" {Ibid., V, 6, T)( In 195A, "^rius rex aUoque- 
batur fratreni suum" (ibid., 590) ; In ]9dT, "m ... In audleDtla 
totins popull . . . alt" (ibid.. 023). 

*»"cum Dullo inodo ad aliam formam (auxilii) posseot flecti 
(magnates) {ibid., IV, 373); in 1857, the clergy granted an aid of 
£59,000 which was not what the king wanted. 

"■The ea.<;ei in which the king was present seem to bare been 
exceptional. In 199S, the discussion concerning the Ofteeoth seems 
to have taken place In the prcscDce at the justiciar who represented 
the king (Wend., IV, 100); this would bsrdly be a fair example of 
tbe usual practice, for the king was young and his representatirt^ 
Hubert de Burgh, was one of the tenants in chief. Tlwrc are cases 
later in which the magnates sometimes did not hesitate to express 
openly their opinions concerning the king's demand, t.^. in I9ST| 
perhaps En 194B; in 19M. the earl of Cornwall wiJi first asked to 
contribute and refused; the other barons then refused to give a 
decision on account of the absence of Iheir peers (Matthew Paris, 
III, 3BI; V, e. 91,590). 
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bers of the council in person or bj representatives, ati 
timea approaching them singly in the hope of breaking 
down their opposition."" There is a suggestion that th* 
barons conferred together after the demand for a fortietlt 
in 1232, because the earl of Chester is made to reply 
"for the magnates.""' In 1237, the magnates withdrew 
to discuss the aid while the king waited in the hall to hear 
their decision."' In IZH, after hearing the royal demand* 
the barons made no answer except that they would delib- 
erate. The clergy and the laity met separately and finally 
appointed committees to draw up a common reply. In 
one of the parliaments of that year, the king sent repre- 
sentatives to plead with the clergy. Suddenly he himself 
appeared before them and begged for the aid, but with- 
drew when met with the reply that they would consul^ 
upon it. The answer was postponed to a later meeting,"^ 
which was held the next year when the king renewed hit 
petition for aid, summoning the magnates day after day 
and making many promises. In person or by deputy,*** 
In 1252, the king was clearly absent from the discussion; 
his representatives labored with the bishops who declined 
to accede to his demand for aid and announced their 
refusal to him by a committee. The king then sent word 
changing his demand to a request, but the decision of the 
prelates remained unaltered."' In April, 1255, the baronx 
decided to make certain demands on the king and to post- 
pone further action till September to see if he would 
perform what they had asked. This decision was prob< 

sso For cases of asking tbe magnates slogly for an aid, see aborq 
pp. 334, 3*9. 

"i"pro magnatibus loquens" (Wend., IV, 833). 

8=5 Matthew Paris, III, 39ft-383. 

»"JWrf., IV. 369-360. 

»n "circa qund de die in dinn conveDlt eos dominus rex, turn 
pro[>r1a personn, turn per Ititemuntios soUempnes, per qaos.proinid 
etc." {Matthew Paris, IV. 3T8-373). 

MS Ibid.. V, 334^398, 334, 336. 
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■biy made at a meeting from which the king was absent, 
lor it was announced to him ex parte univertitatu}*' 

The reason for secret deliberation was probably the 
unwillinj^esB of the magnates to oppose the king singly 
to his face. Not everyone would dare risk the royal 
displeasure even by a smaller display of independence 
than was made by the earl marshal when he called the 
king a liar, unless he knew that the magnates as a whole 
vould support him. Thus in 1226, when the pope's 
nuncio, Otho, demanded aid for the pope, the clergy 
retired and decided on a common reply which was deliv- 
ered by one of their number."' No individual prelate 
wished to draw on himself the papal hostility. In 124-2, 
the barons could contradict the king to his face without 
first going into special session because they had sworn 
beforehand not to grant an aid."' The fear of the king 
is plainly shown in the statement of Matthew Paris that 
the prelates did not wish to respond with an out and out 
refusal,"' In 1256, when the prelates were about to 
make a common reply by one of their members, Rostand 
itopped the speaker, demanding that each one reply for 
himself so that the king and the pope might know the 
l^inion of each. This was what the prelates wished to 
avoid. ""' The difference in attitude of the barons when 
they faced the king and when they faced another of whom 
they were not afraid is seen in the council of 1229 when 
the papal nuncio demanded tenths for the pope. The 
Jring in the council kept silent, as he had been persuaded 



■• Matthew Paris, V, WS-iH. 

*i *'mm super rebiu propDsitis dlutlna ileliberaxsent. Tesporuum 

m in ore mspstri JohannU . . . conununiter posuerunt" (Wend., 

115). 
" Matthew Paris, IV, 181. 

I'Kfl nc frontose vidermtar cuta prwcisa negntione rr^pandla.ie 
uo regi" {ibid.. V. SM). 
>» IMd., A39-H0. 
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by Gregory IX not to oppose the demand. The clergy 
deliberated and finally yielded, fearing ei: communication 
or interdict. But the laity spoke out boldly at once and 
refused the grant.'*' 

The meetings of the council were not long. The chroni- 
clers usually measure them by days.*'* They became 
longer in the latter part of Henry Ill's reign, not because 
more business was transacted, but because of the king's 
attempts to overcome the opposition of the magnates to 
grunting aid. In 1229, the council which considered the 
tenth lasted four days;'" in 1237, four days;*" in 1244', 
Matthew Paris says that the king kept the magnates at 
the council many days as if wishing to weary them out, 
but this long council lasted only seven days."* In 1253, 
the deliberations lasted fifteen days and more;*" in IS54, 
at least three weeks;"' in 1255, a month;'" and in 1258, 
the first parliament was held from April 8 to May 5.'" 

Just as the tenants who were summoned were obliged 
to attend, so they were not allowed to leave without the 
king's permission. Thus the latter was able to prolong 
the period of the council much beyond the desires of the 
magnates in the hope of breaking down their resistance 
to his demands for aid."° 

"*' "coniites vero et baronrs ar Isici omnes plane dccimas se daturos 
ointradixerunt" (Wend., IV, 201). 

at! "per jilures dies protraherct cos dominus rex, vo)cns eos quasi 
tf dia nffeclos llecterc sd consensum" (Matthew Paris, IV, 363) ; 
"circa quod dc die in diem i»nvenit eos" {ibid., 372) ; "per plures . . . 
dies" (ibid., 591). The council which granted the thirteenth to John 
In ISOT lasted a week (see above, p. BT). 

8" Wend^ IV, 201. 

""Matthew Paris. Ill, 3BS; perhaps a week (sec above, p. SI4] 

""Ibid.. IV, 36S. 

""/6W., V, ST*. 

»" Ibid., UO. 

"*" Ibid., 331. 

»" Ibid.. 676, 688. 

>so In 133S, after the pope's dcinsnd had been refused by the Idn^ 
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It is a matter of great Intercast to know whether the 
knights, the lesser tenants, continued to attend the great 
councO. In the meetings which were specially summoned, 
the notices given in the writs and chronicles afford no 
evidence to show that they were in attendance during the 
reign of Henry III up to 1248. Two terms used in 
describing the members of the council may relate to the 
knights: barones and mtlites. The term barones might 
mean any tenant in chief, as barones majores et minores; 
but it might also mean the great lay tenants only."' In 
some of the descriptions, it seems to be used in the 
restricted sense. The term milites in the writs really 
tells nothing us to the composition of the council. When 
the king is said to grant liberties to classes among whom 
the knights are mentioned, it docs not mean that they 
were present. Since the liberties applied to several classes, 

Uie prelates and the lay magnates, "cwnceasa «st omnibus liccntla 
reoed«ndi" (Wend, IV, 1»); in 1933, M sic. petita Ucentia, laid 
onuiFs recFsserunt" {ibid.. 933) ; In l3Si, the elect of WIndietter came 
to the king, "ut vale dlcto llMntiatU'' rrpalriaret . . . Cui (rcgi) alt 
clrctus: Domlne, mihl vidctur solvitur concilium; patcfactum est 
vobis, prout mihi vidctur. prfflatorum incommutahilc proposltum. In 
prodnctu sum, ut de vutra licenlia rrdram pncmaturus" (Matthew 
Paris, V, 339); In \no, the prior of Worcester bad returned home 
without the king's permisgion and Heniy III wrote to him, "de 
tract atu nobiunim hsbendo BUpersedimti!) ad pmens propter quod 
vo) a curia noatra sine coUoquio nobiscum hablto reoessistla" (Raine, 
p. 24). Cf. the cose of I3H: the lay magnates had gone home, but 
tlie king kept the clergy and tried to break do«-n their nppcHitlon to 
a grant. Finally he asked them to come ore day more; they were 
unwilling and "sumo mane rcrcdcnies, retio, quibus aliquando Inrol' 
tebantur, prudrnter evaserunt. Et niiirmurante et rcge, »olutum est 
condlium" (Matthew Pari*. IV. 3«6). This wan however unusoaL 
■SI In Magna Carlo, clause i. is the statement concrroing the relief 
of an earU a baron, and a knight; In dause il, U the proTltloo that 
eorls and bamns fihaJI only be amerced by their peers. In IWfl, an 
•id was levied for the relief of the Holy Land, as follows: on ead) 
earl, 3 marks : each baron, 1 mark; each knight, 1 shilling (Bol. Lilt. 
Claw*., I, ftieb). 
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these classes were all mentioned.*'' When the knights 
among others are said to grant a tax to the king, we 
seem to be getting a list of the taspayers, men who, 
according to the feudal theory, would have to give their 
consent to the tax, not an enumeration of the men who 
actually had a part in the deliberations of the council.*" 
This does not mean that the knights did not attend, only 
that these notices do not prove their presence. On the 
other hand, the fact that representatives were introduced 
at the close of the reign is not necessarily evidence that 
the knights had ceased to attend. All through the reign 
the exchequer believed that much land held by military 
service was not paying scutage, that its holders were not 
taking up knighthood, and that tenants were fining to 
esciipe becoming knights. Inquests were held to get hold 
of men who should hold by knights* service, but without 
success."' The use of representatives was probably 
another way of bringing these men under contribution. 

There are however references to the knights in the 
great council. Article 14 of the charter of 1215 mentions 
them. In this connection, it should be recalled that 
although this article was later dropped, the pol 



■a= See above, pp. 161, 16!S, 2\i. 

"" See above, pp. 160, 800, 914. 

ss'Sec ahore, pp. 911, 933, In 1935 atiii 1949. The barons pat a 
stop to these inquests in \HS (see above, pp. 949, 943). Ina.>;mucfa 
as the king held one great council for the whole Itingdom, it would 
prohHliIy lie a burden for the knights to attend and we might expert 
therefore that the king would exempt them from being present. 
There is a case which has some similarity to this; in 1335, heads of 
smull religious houses were summoned to meet the king to confer 
about an aid, not in one place, but in different places, convenient 
to tliem, throughout the kingdom (see above, p. 219). Yet on the 
other hand, the king summoned all the sergeants to meet him at West- 
minster on a certain day (Close Rolls, no. fi9, m. 94 d). It would 
be as burdensome for them to attend as for the knl^ts, yet the king 
summoned the sergeants to meet at one place. 
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embodied in it seems to have been carried out."' In I2i8, 
Mtittbew Paris sttja that knights were present at a meet- 
ing of the great council."* In 1254, the knights were 
absent, but the great barons in response to the king's 
demand for an aid refused to answer for them.'*' In 
1255, the burons declined to take any action on a tax on 
account of the absence of their peers, a term which may 
refer to the knights.'" At Ihe parliament of Oxford in 
1258, the knights were present.'" All the cases men- 
tioned are of councils specially summoned for purposes 
of deliberation. But the tenants in chief met and delib- 
erated at other times, though they were not primarily 
stniinioned for that purpose, viz., when the host was called 
together. On such occasions there is no doubt that the 
lesser tenants met all through Henry Hi's reign.**" These 
would be considered meetings of the great council and at 
them the tenants present discussed taxation,"' It seems 
fair to conclude therefore that the lesser tenants continue 
to attend the great council. 

The council did not act as a unit in taxation. The 
division into groups which is seen in Edward I's reign, 
when barons, clergy, knights, and towns each made a 
separate grant, begins to be seen early in the thirteenth 

»>» See abore, p. 3li6, 

■s°"rdictD Trgia convocatn totius rr^i .\ngli« nobllllas ranvrnit 
Londoniis. . . - AdventniDt igitur llluc, c^icepts bsronum ct militnni, 
nobilium, nccnon eI abbatuin, priurum, et clericorum multitudine 
copiosa, novem episropi cum totiduu comitlbus" (Matthew Pari*, 
V. S). ( 

•"' S*e above, p. Wl. 

>£• Matthew Paris. V, 520-A91. 

i^> "toUus repii majrnatibus eum rquis et armU majuribus et 
minorihus" (Birlnn. p. 43S}. 

"o Because they continued to serve In the bout (»ee above, p. SM). 

"■Thus sculage was determined at the dose of campaigns: I93S, 
mt, \93S, leai. I24.t, ISAT (see nboie. pp. 1*4, lAl, 1T4, ISI. IftT. 
fl«(t, ISi). The host was xunimoned to nwet In October, 1359. and 
when It net the question of an aid was discussed (iMd., p. MS). 
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centurj ; the two classeB which appeared were the clergy 
and the barons. Thus the feeling of corporate unity, 
when it developed, was strongest among members of a 
certain class, rather than among the members of tJie 
council as a whole. This is most clearly seen in the case 
of the clergy. The prelates were tenants in chief, 
they were also officials of the church and it was the lai 
bond which was chiefly strengthened."' In Jolm's reij 
a certain distinction had already been made. Fines for 
exemption from military service were paid by all tenants, 
but not generally by the bishops. Instead of paying 
the thirteenth on tlie assessed value of their property, the 
clergy seem to have fined for it.'" Id 1224, the clergy 
made an independent grant of a camcage to the king 
while the lay tenants paid scutage.°" In 1225, the prel- 
ates paid the fifteenth, but were allowed to assess and 
collect it on tbeir demesne lands.**' In 1229, the bishops 
did not pay a scutage, but made a grant of an auxilium 
and were given letters patent affirming that this grant 
should not prejudice them in the future."^ In 1231, all 
the clergy owing military service made a grant of this 
kind and received similar letters.'" In 1232, the clergy 
and laity deliberated separately on the aid; the laity 
refused a grant and were allowed to withdraw, while the 
clergy obtained a delay because many of their number 
were absent.'" In 1235, the clergy obtained writs declar- 
ing that the grant of aid should not constitute a preci 



Uie 

cas^^^l 



lit See Shibbs, Contt. HUt.. H (3rd ed). ITS. on the dcrdoi 
of the system of estates. 

•"■ The account of the thirteenth Is given: the c 
the fines of abbots, and t}ie dona of bishops (see above, p. 89). 

»•* See alMive, p. 149 ff. 

«" See above, p. 166. 

M« See above, p. 189. 

««T See above, p. 192. 

■•■ See above, p. 900. 
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for future demands by the king.'" In 1287, the thirtieth 
was granted first by the archbishop of Canterbury and his 
prelates, and all the clergy were allowed to assess and 
collect it on their lands.''" In 124>2, the bishops and in 
1269 all the clergy received writs that the aid should not 
prejudice their rights.'" In 1244, clergy and laity delib- 
erated separately and each body agreed to do nothing 
without the other.'" In 1252, the barons stated that 
their reply to the king's demand for an aid depended oo 
the reply of the prelates."' In 1254, the clergy and the 
barons made separate replies to the king's request for aid 
in Gascony.*" In 1256, bishops refused a separate grant 
to the king from their baronies,"' The growth of unity 
among the clergy was furthered by the special taxes 
which they paid, first, to the pope and later to the king, 
levied partly on property which laymen did not have 
(spiritualities) ; the barons moreover did not aid them to 
prevent this taxation."* Tims several grants of money 
were made by the clergy while the lay tenants were un- 
taxed.*" By the dose of Henry Ill's reign, the clergy 

•*°See abave, p. aos. 

"oSee above, p. D19. 

>M Sec abovv, pp. 93d, 906, ?9T. 

»" See alKive, p. 37*. 

»■ "coram (I.*, baronnro) regjionsio a prM^latumm responsione 
dependebat. nee volueniat ab eorum asscrtlanc dl»crcpaatct acqut*- 
trari" (Mattbrw Paris, V. 33J). 

*t*Sec above, p. 961. 

■» Matthew Pari!, V, 353. 

"• "magnates matri su» ecclcsiB non compatiebantur" (ibid., V, 
S96). This was in 18S3 when Rostand was demanding aid for the 
king by papal authority. See atxne, p. 963 f., tot the taxes which 
the clergj had to pay to the pope, '^^'heil tt wax a qunllon of 
lulng the baronies of the clergy, the la; barons came to their aid 
and enraaraged the prelates to refuse. 

>" The tenths for life yean for the Sidllan affair, a tenth Id 19U, 
a tenth for three years in 19M, a twentieth In 1S68. AU mUitair 
letiants paid aiA* In WW and 19S3, but these were owed and so are 
not occcptions to the statement In Uw tat 
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formed a definite part of the great council and responded 
separatelj for their taxes. 

Of a division between the greater and lesser lay tenants, 
there is evidence in the different form of summons in 
Magna Carta. The refusal of the great men to reply 
for the lesser tenants in 125i'" Indicates the same. Other 
than these cases, there is little proof of such a division 
under Henry III,'" 

In what sense is it true that the great council of tenants 
in chief represented those who were neither present nor 
summoned? To what extent did it act as a unit? Was 
the council regarded as the universitas AngUs, the reg- 
num, in taxation.** In the earliest taxes, the tenant repre- 
sented all the men on his land and granted the king a tax 
on them,"" This view of the matter apparently came 
from the feudal system, for the French kings levied taxes 
in the same way.'" In theory, such a procedure was 
impossible ; the tenant in chief had no right to take such 
a tax from his men without their consent. How then 
could he grant the king the right to tax them? The 
solution is not to be found by stating that the tenant put 
the king in his place and allowed him to ask the sub- 
tenants for an aid. There is no evidence that the king 

sTSSee above, p. 361. 

»'»If one thinks that the introduction of re presents lives was due 
to the fact that the lesser tenants had ceased to attend the great 
council, then that fact should Iw mentioned. To tile writer, the 
introduction of representatives has no direct bearing on the nonual 
attendance of the lesser tenants who had formerly been aceusloined 
to attend, but is to be connected with the tenants who ought to have 
held by military service, and who never had attended the ^rcxt 
council (see above, p. 379). 

iBO In 120T, the consent of the tenants was individual; thus each 
must have made the grant to the king for his own men and hence 
eadi represented his men. Cf. the grant of the carucage in 1394 (see 
above, p. 156) ; see also the letter of the king to tlie abbot of 
Coggeshal, above, p. 901, note 109. 

ss'Vuitry, II, 14* f. 
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tcmk any conaent but that of the baroiu; when this hud 
been obtained, the writs of assessment were issued.'" The 
explanation seems to be that the barons did not conform 
strictly to the law, but followed one of their common 
practices in a modified form. With the king's permission, 
wlien in financial need, they constantly applied to their 
vassals for auxilia.'" Legally the vassals could not be 
forced to pay such aids ; they were aids of grace. At the 
same time, as feudal tenants, they were under obligation 
to come to their lord's assistance when necessary, and 
partly for tliis reason, no doubt, the requests of the ten- 
ants in chief for aid were commonly granted. Such an 
occasion for seeking an aid from their men arose when 
the barons granted an auxilium to their lord, the king. 
Instead however of raising the money by asking their 
Tttssals for a gracious aid"' with the help of royal lUrrae 
deprrcaloriae, the tenants in chief modified the procedure 
by allowing the government to collect the aid directly 
from the sub-tenants.*" In so doing, they changed the 
character of the levy. From being a voluntary grant by 
the barons* men to their lords, it became a compulsory 
payment, enforced by all the power of the king. Yet as 
the aid. in any case, would fall back in part on the aub- 

"* Pldin. p. 16. 

s*s Se« above, pp. 3U, 347. 

"* In 1907, howrver, m«ny of the preUtes paid lump lunia for 
tfaeir aid to the king! ti> pay tbc mnnF^ iVtry asked thetr tmants for 
dh aid (»ee above, pp. B8, 69, notes 8, 31, for the abbot of .\l)ingd[]n 
and the bishop of Durham) j for two eajtes in other year* when the 
tenant ptomUed the king an aid and to pay It a*ked hia vassali for 
on aid, sec above, p. 3tT, notes Hi. »6. 

"■■ .Many times uiicn property was ass-essed. the work of assessment 
> and roUection was in the hand* of the tenants j nearly all the mjm 
In which this was done relate In tlie clergy. Aids on the property 
of iRi-nien were rtRularly assessed by Uie royal ufflrials; the rights 
of the tenants in ehief were protected In diffctvnt wayi (sec above, 
pp. 90S, 317). 
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tenant, the change may weU hare seemed mainly one of 
form. 

After 1215, the view that each baron represented all 
his men began to be supplemented by a feeling that the 
council of lay and clerical tenants in chief represented 
property holders who were not in attendance. This 
development was due to the increased frequency of taxes, 
to the fact that they were granted in one great council, 
and that they were paid, not only by all the men on the 
lands of tenants in chief present, but also by laymen, who 
were not rear-vassals ; some of these laymen had been 
summoned, but were not present, and others had not been 
summoned.'" If such men were represented at all, they 
were represented by the council as a whole.'" It is not 
probable that the powers of the council were clearly 
defined in the minds of either the king or the magnates. 
Yet the language of the writs of assessment shows that 
this question was considered. There was a steady advance 
in the belief that the council as a body represented men 
who did not attend it and in the effort to express the 
limits of this representation completely and precisely. In 
1207, the writ states merely that the aid was provided 
and granted by the common advice and assent of the 
council."' In 1220, all the magnates and faithful of the 
realm granted the canicage.^'" In 1225, the fifteenth was 
granted by the archbishops, bishops, abbots, priors, earls, 
barons, knights, free tenants, and all in the kingdom.*** 

•e* These lawmen who had not been summoned would be men on 
thr royal demesne and probabi; some tulnor tenants in chief. 

"" Cf. Plehn, p. 16. 

ass "per commuoe corslUum et assensum concilii Dostri . . . pro- 
visum est . . . (et) concessum est" {Bot. Litl. Pat., p. 7Sb). 

IBS "concesserunt nobis sui gratia communlter omncs magnates et 
fldcles toclus regni nostri" (Ho(. Lilt. Clatu.j I, t37a). 

sxi "arcfaleplscopi, eplscopl, abbates, priores, comites, barones, 
mlDtes, Ubere tenentes et omnes de regno nostro" (5*I*e{ Chart*Tt, 

p. as*). 
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f The fortieth was granted by the archbishops, bishops, 
ftbbots, priors, and clergy having lands which did not 
F belong to their churchi-s, carls, barons, knights, freemen, 
I and villeins of the kingdom.'"' The aid on knights' fees 
I of 123S was granted by the archbishops, bishops, abbots, 
priors, carls, barons, and all others of the realm of Eng- 
land who held of the king in chief.'" The thirtieth in 
1237 was granted by the archbishops, bishops, abbots, 
priors, and clergy having lands which did not belong to 
their churches, earls, b&rons, knights, and freemen for 
themselves and their villeins,"" In theory, then, every "1 
I taxpayer was represented in the council or was present. ■> 
I In practice, also, there was much corporate activity by 
the council. The meetings in which taxes were considered 
were characterized frequently by animated discussion, 
especially in the latter part of Hie period.'" This wn» 
a sign of corporate feeling and a cause of its growtJi. 
Taxes were granted as a result of a bargain between tht 
king and the magnates. "" Taxes were at first postponed 
and Anally refused altogether,'" The council wa» 
described in terms which imply a unified body, as bama- 



>**iS»l*et CharUrt, p. 380j "arehicpiscopl, epUcopt, sbbates, prioret, 
et elerid terras habcntH quw ad ccclcsias suu non prrtlncnt, romltcs, 
bftrones, tnllites, lllwrl homioes et villoni de rrgno nostro" {Clatt 
RoiU, II. 155). 

>vi "archirpisropl, rplsropi, abbalcs, priores, comites, baranei et 
omnrs alfi Ae rrgno nostro Anglle qui d« nobis tenent in capite" 
(Cloit RolU. Ill, 186). 

»a The tame classes as in note 391, cxeept at the end "et liberl 
hominca pro se et suls villanU" (CIm* RolU. III. 5U). 
»«See above, pp. 160, 177, 300, 3M, Mt. 9il, 9i9. 333 f. 

I»< In 1295, the king conArmed the charter and vrus In rrlum 
granted the fifteenth; aUo in 1237 (see aboire. pp. 160, JI5). 
ox in 1931, the aid or the clergj- was made after it hud been flrsl 
dniied: in 1932, there was a postponed tnoctlng tn grant the akl; In 
U4j and in 1945. the king wm unable to get the kind uf an aid 
wbicli he had wanted; in I9AJ, the grant of the aid wot postponed, 
nierc were numerous refusals o/ aid after 1945. 
I S8B 
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^um, universitas, conununitas, rcgnum. The king's 
efforts, which were often unsuccessful, to get a contribu- 
tion by appealing to tenants individuallj imply unitj of 
action by the tenants."^ In general it was the growth of 
this corporate feeling which made it possible to resist 
successfully the king's demands for taxes. 

At the same time certain qualifications must be intro- 
duced to show that the corporate activity of the great 
council and the representative character of the great 
council were imperfect. The previous practice had been 
to make aids by bargain between the king and the vassal. 
That this theory of individual consent should die out at 
once is hardly possible. The fact that the taxes were 
uniform in rate in great part gives them the appearance 
of being the result of corporate action, more than was 
perhaps actually the case."" The great barons would 
attend the council and there give their consent. Natur- 
ally therefore they would be the ones who could make 
most efTective opposition. A small tenant who opposed) 
and there were such, could easily be distrained by the 
royal officials, fortified by the support of the magnates.*** 
The persistence of the practice of individual consent is 
shown by cases scattered through the reign. In 1217, 
the bishop of Winchester protested that he had never 
consented to the aid of that year and he was excused 
payment by tlie king's council.'™ In 1220, the tenants 
of Yorkshire refused to pay the carucage, because they 
had not been summoned to the council which granted it.*"' 

s»' See above, pp. 324, 249. 263. 989, ST3, note 3S9. 

»MThe tUrteenth of 1207 and the aid of 1222 were at a imifonn 
rate, yet there seems to have been no corporate artion; if there was 
corporate action in the grant of the caruca^ea of 1220 and 1334, It 
did not bind absentees (see above, pp. 8T, 131, Ul, 117). 

»•» See above, pp. 166, SOS, 217, note 186. 

<oo See above, p. 127. 

t»i Shirley, I, ISI. 
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Some great men in other counties refused to allow dis- 
traint to be made on their lumU for that carucage, and 
the royal officials seem to have been powerless.'"' The poll 
tax of 1222 was by individual consent.*"* The special 
canicage of the clergy in 1224 bound only those prelates 
vho Agreed to it.*"* Id 1225, the bishop of Durham 
received the king's writ stating that the fifteenth had 
been granted "ex mero libcralitatis vcstrie dono.*"°° In 
connection with the discussion over the sixteenth of 1226, 
the church of Salisbury asked tlie question what was to 
be done if some canons refused ta grant the sum to which 
till- majority of the chapter njirecd.'"" In 1282, the 
clergy, on the ground that many were absent, asked for 
and were grunted a delay in ordtr to consider the king's 
n-quest for an aid."" The earl of Albemarle, the carl 
of Lincoln, and Richard de Percy refused to allow the 
fortieth to be collected on their property up to March 12, 
1285, 'and not till 1236 was it collected from Richard 
"who then prevented it, but now has granted that it shall 
be collected.""" A notice concerning the aid of 1285 due 
from the fee of a certain tenant takes the form of indi- 
vidual consent.*"* In 1287, the words of Matthew Paris 
in describing the conditions under which the grant was 
made imply individual consent.*" In 1257, the grant of 
£52,000 was made by a council in which absentees were 
represented on condition that the absent prelates should 

«<" See Bbove, p. 139. 

*c* See above, p. 141. 

••* See aboveb p. IM. 

»"« Hof. MH. Clamt., II. 75. 

*"* See abo*e, p. ITO. 

»«f Wrtid., IV, MS. 

•M CaL Pal. RoUt. I. 134. 150. 

••>• Sec Bbovc. p. 309. note 140. 

"ConsenUenUbus igitur prtmum arvhleplscopo CanttutrioMl cum 
eplscopis et clem"; "Nr|M tunen annexnm fuit In ronitltlonc" 
(Matthew Pari^ HE, 383). 
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giVe their consent to it."' In 1270, the bishops granted 
a twentieth on their demesnes, but bound only those prel- 
ates who were present.*" It is evident that the delmite 
establishment of the principle, that the consent of those 
present to a tas binds the absentees, docs not take place 
in Henry Ill's reign, and that the members of the 
council consciously recognize this fact. 

If there la thus doubt about the corporate activity 
the great council, we cannot state definitely that 
council as a whole represented the kingdom. There 
some classes over whom its authority did not extend. One 
of these classes was the beneficed clergy. In 1207, the 
grant of the thirteenth did not extend to them.*" In 
1225, the churches made a separate grant, and in 1232 
and 1237 no grant at all.'" In 1240, the papal legate 
dealt with the rectors of Berkshire concerning taxation 
for the pope.*" In 1247, the council held to consider 
another papal aid contained the archdeacons."* In 1253, 
the tenth seems to have been granted by the prelates with- 
out consulting the lower clergy, who however later com- 
plained of it,*" Perhaps as a result of this feeling, the 
prelates in 1254 refused to answer for the lower clergy 
concerning an aid.*" In 1256 and 1257, the tenths were 
discussed by the lower as well as the higher clergy."* 
In the grants of aid in 1264, 1266, and 1268 only th^ 

*ii"ac prclati abseotes oblationem prwdictam duxerint i 
dam" {Burton, p. 403). 

*ii "Nos epiacopi, qui prEiientes sumus, quantum in noliis t 
parsti Eumua grstanter Bubvenire Ae cicesima terranim nostranim et 
leaementorum feudalium, quae tenemus in dorainico" (Wilkins, II. 41). 

•" See above, p. 89. 

*n See above, pp. 169, 901, 916. 

*ioSee abore, p. 304. 

410 See above, p. 267. 

'" See above, p. 9T7. 

'1* See above, p. 2fl3. 

*'•> See above, pp. 277, 279. 





UNDER JOHN AND HENRY HI 



higher clergy seem to have been consulted ;"" the twentieth 
of 1270 was discussed by the lower clergy.*" 

Another class regarding whom the same question may 
be raised was the religious orders which did not hold by 
military tenure. When the king received a grant of a 
tax on personal property from the great council, he 
demanded it from all sorts of religious houses. In order 
to escape paying any tax at all, to avoid the assessment 
of their property, or to be allowed to fine, these houses 
had to get a special writ from the king. When they 6ned, 
their fine was called a fine for the fifteenth,'" Thus the 
presumption was that they owed the tax. This looks 
very much as though the king felt that the grant in the 
great council empowered him to collect from them 
although they were not members of the council. If how- 
ever we remember that it was customary to collect dona 
from religious houses when scutage was levied, or even 
when no scutage was taken (1218), it will seem probable 
that the king was following this custom in connection 
with the aids on personal property, rather than levying 
a tax by the authority of the great council. Nevertheless, 
a change had been brought about in the relation of these 
religious bodies toward taxation which was due to the 
fact that taxes were levied on property. In the case of 
the ordinary dona, no house would be liable unless it were 
approached by officials spcciaUy appointed to ask for a 
contribution; in the case of the dona taken in connection 
I irith the aids on moveables, the mere fact that a house 
possessed property rendered it liable to assessment by 
the ordinary assessors of the county. 

The other class which was not represented in the great 
councO was the tenants on the royal demesne. They paid 

■" Ste aboTC, pp. 390, 999, 994. 
II See above, p. 997. 
" See above, p, 183. 
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the taxes on personal property in 122S and 1232. In 
1287, part, perhaps alt, of the demesne paid a tallage.'" 
In 1270, the towns od the demesne again paid a tallage 
instead of the twentieth on the assessed value of their 
property.'" Henry III levied tallages during his entire 
reign, independently of any grant by the great council, 
but a tallage was not bused on pro[>erty. He never levied 
a tax on the property of the demesne escept when he had 
received a grant from the great council. This suggests 
that the council represented the demesne. But when the 
towns paid a tallage instead of a twentieth or a thirtieth, 
they paid the old customary levy which they owed to the 
king and over whieh the council had no control. Such 
a payment had the effect of denying the authority of 
the council to tax them. Therefore at the close of Henry's 
reign, the council cannot be regarded as the representative 
of the towns. 

Certain other influences operated to prevent the forma- 
tion of the great council into a unified body which repre- 
sented the whole kingdom. The great growth of corporate 
feeling was after 1237. As this feeling grew, there was 
a tendency for the council to split into groups, each of 
which should have charge of its own taxes.'** The result 

<:> See above, pp. 163, 901, SIS, 

"' See above, p. 397, 

*3i In 1939, the bishops p^id an aid while the lay tenants and the 
rcli^ous houses which held hy military tenure paid floes and bcu- 
tages; in 13SI, the laity paid scutage while all the clergy paid an 
aid. In 1337, the clergy were allowed to assess and collect the 
thirtieth themselves. In 1343, the laity and the religions houses paid 
fines and seutages and the bishops paid aid. In 1344, groups appear 
in the council (see above, p. 381). In 1353, the laity stated that their 
reply to the king for an nid depended on the reply of the clergy 
(see above, ibid.). In 1353, the clergy granted a tenth on their 
property other than their baronies. In IS54, the great barons refused 
to reply for the other laity. In 1355, the clergy refused the grant 
of the lenth on their baronies. Here are taxes on the clergy only 
in 1364, 1366, and 1368. In 1369, the tenants in duef granted the 
890 
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would be to restrict rather than to broaden the repre- 
sentative character of the assembly. B; whom would the 
unrepresented elements be taxedP That was a matter 
which could be settled only by precedent. But the action 
of the council after 1237 as to taxes on laymen was 
negative. The tenants refused to grant iiids. General 
taxes on laymen, except those legally due, ceased for over 
a generation (from 1237 till 1269).'" The principle was 
thus established that the king could not tax without the 
consent of the tenants in chief. But the precedents by 
which that principle was fixed by no means established 
the principle that the tenants in chief were competent 
to grant taxes on property other than their own. That 
was left for another generation to work out. 

Another question arises: When the great council, or a 
group in it, refused a tax, was the king able to exact the 
tax from another group or from individual members? Up 
to 1242, there is no evidence that an effort was made to 
obtain money from individuals when the group had refused 
it. In 1231, though scutage was being collected from 
lay tenants, nothing was demanded from clerical tenants 
till the grant of aid was made by them."' After 1242, 
demands were made on individuals for aid. But the 
frequent refusals and the recourse of the king to money 
lenders show how insufficient were the sums which could 
be raised if there was not a grant by the council.*" The 
magnates were continutilly summoned and asked for aid. 
The lay tenants were especially successful in escaping 

twentieth on their baronies, then the liUhops on their demesnes, then 
the religious bouses, probably on property other than lands held by 
military tenure; the towns also pnid a laliuge (see above, p. 990/.). 

*^» The only taxes levied were the scutages and the aids at Wi5 
and 1953, to marry the king's daughter and to knight the king's 
I eldest son. 

•SI See above, p. 199. 

"• See above, p. HI ff. 
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taxation. In 1258 they did not complain of excessive 
taxes ; it was the clergy and the towns that had suffered."' 



CoN( 

As between the king and the tenants in chief, the scutage 
therefore never became a general tax; it remained the 
composition for military service. It was however often 
accompanied or replaced by a fine. Military service was 
essentially changed. The old senitium debitum disap- 
peared, and a new servitium dehitum took its place. In 
the case of the greater tenants, the new service was 
usually only a fraction of the old service ; in the case of 
the lesser tenants, it was often, probably generally, com- 
muted into money. The scutage or fine was the composi- 
tion for this reduced service; the scutage was computed 
at a customary rate and the tine was taken at a lump 
sum which was restricted in amount by custom. The 
number of fees for which a tenant was held to respond 
at the exchequer had also become fixed at a number 
representing either the old servitium debitum or the old 
enfeofTment of the time of Henry II. Attempts to 
increase the rate and the number of foes failed. The 
scutage however did not stop with the tenant in chief; 
it was shifted from one grade to another of holders of 
"land. The decline in the amount of military ser\'ice which 
tenants in chief furnished the king means that the great 
majority of rear-vassals ceased to serve in the field, but 
performed their service by paying scutage. Each military 
expedition for which scutage was levied became therefore 
the occasion for a tax on all land held by military service. 
Thus the scope of the scutage as a tax is far wider than 
is represented by what the king received or what the Pipe 
Rolls record. As between the king and his vassals, the 

<s» Sekvt Charteri, pp. 394, 395, 
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scutage continued to be the composition for ser^ncc, levied 
only on part of the fees; as between tenants of different 
grades, it was a tax on all the fees. The opposition of 
tenants in chief to John's acutages was probably Jn part 
t he result of the opposition of the suh-tetinnts to the 
greater frequency of the levy and the incre a se in the rate . 

The same method of collection persisted throughout the 
period. The sheriff usually supervised the collection, 
though twice special officers were appointed. Tenants 
who served retained the scutage from their lands for their 
own use. Other tenants were allowed to collect from their 
vassals and to respond either to the sherifF or directly 
to the exchequer. The sheriff was constantly brought 
into direct relations with the sub-tenants. He distrained 
them to pay scutage to their lords; if the latter refused 
to pay, he distrained both lord and vassal. If the lord 
had no writ to collect his scutage, the royal officer col- 
lected it from the rear-vassals. But in general, the scu- 
tage was not paid by the rear-vassals to the sheriff for 
the exchequer. 

The abuses of scutage under John were twofold: the | 
increase in the amount of composition and its levy on I 
improper occasions. These abuses brought about an | 
attempt to regulate them in Magna Carta of 1216. The ' 
provision there made covered all kinds of extraordinary 
levies on tenants in chief, aids as well as scutages. It ^ ^ 
was dropped chiefly becau se it. i-hang i^ acuta ge into an i 
aij^Jtnt^thf abiiaea rem^ii ned reformed under Henry III f 

The tallage retained its original character. It was 
levied from time to time independently of other levies. 
Towns, villa, and individuals paid lu mp sums assessed by 
royal officers, usually judges, who were generally assisted 
in this work by the sheriff. It was paid either to these 
Assessors, or to the sheriff, or directly to the exchequer. 
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The amounts charged varied within limita. There i 
no (issessiiient of property. 

The dona from religious houses remained the same, 
lump sum s, not based on property, assessed and collected 
in about the same way as the tallage. They were always 
taken, up to 1248, in connection with a levy on tenanti 
chief, but in that year one was taken although the military 
tenants paid nothing. The king therefore was estal 
ing the right to take this voluntary levy independt 
of other taxes. 

These three levies, the scut a ge, the tallage, and 
donum, therefore became stereotyped. It was clearly 
understood when and how they were to be taken. The 
amount which could be demanded, even in the case of the 
fines, was practically fixed. Henceforth it would tend to 
diminish rather than increase. The development of a 
system of taxes along this line had stopped. The further 
growth of taxation was connected with these levies only 
in an indirect way, viz., through the king's power to 
obtain service in money by means of them. 

The necessity of the government for a larger income 
led to modem taxation. Its origin was the voluntary 
feudal aid, a levy never taken by the king on a grand 
scale before Richard I, but constantly taken by the barons. 
Thus an occasion for repeated levies was found in the 
financial necessities of the feudal lord, in this case the 
king. But of greater importance was the form which the 
aid assumed in the carucage and the tax on moveables. 
They wore based on property. New machinery of assess- 
ment and coDection was devised, representing both the 
central government and the locality. Ultimately all 
classes in the community were brought under contribution 
on the assessed value of their property. Along with this 
went a change in the feeling toward these ejrtraordinary 
levies. By the end of Henry Ill's reign, it was admiti 
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thnt the king could not live of his own, but that from 
time to time he needed an aid to supplement the ordinary 
income of the state. All this meant an immense increase 
of the royal power. 

At the same time, an effective check on the king's taxing 
power was developed through the growth of a feeling of 
unity among the tenants in chief. This check first 
appeared under John, partly caused by his levy of scu- 
tage. At the close of his reign the barons succeeded 
through combination in placing limits to the king's rights 
over scutage. The great development of corporate feel- 
ing however was under Henry III. The strength of the 
combiDation of the barons made the king observe in the 
main the regulation laid down for scutage. It was not 
hard for the tenants to combine to this end, for they 
understood clearly what they desired. If the king had 
waged a proper campaign, he should have scutage from 
those who had failed to serve; he might also have a fine 
on occasion. II there had been no proper campaign, then 
no scutage was due. Rate of scutage and fines should 
be reasonable. 

It was less easy for the barons to arrive at a satis- 
factory arrangement of the aid. They would hardly 
deny the truth of the proposition that, if a lord were in 
financial straits, his vassals ought to come to his assist- 
ance. Such a situation however should occur infrequently 
and it was hard to know what to do with a king like 
Henry III who was always short of money. Furthermore, 
the aids which the king finally came to ask had dangerous 
forms. All property was to be assessed by juries under 
the supervision of royal officers, and a certain proportion 
of the value was to be paid. This payment looks very 
much like rent (consuetude). If the requests of the king 
were always granted, he would develop a customary right 
to aids corresponding to his right to tallage. Nevei^ 
895 
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theless, resistance was difficult. The royal demand was 
based on feudal custom practised by the harons themselves 
and the king was very strong. Hence arose the combi- 
nation of the barons to resist the royal power and refuse 
to grant aids. To the custom that the lord could ask nids 
of his vassals when he was in great need, the tenants 
opposed the principle that consent to the aid was neces- 
sary. The consent was however in origin individual, but 
by the union of the barons a measure of corporate consent 
was developed. 

The composition of the great council was ill-defined 
under Henry III. In theory that body was composed 
of all tenants in chief by military service; in practice 
there was much variation. Probably many of the lesser 
tenants ceased to attend just as they had censed to go 
to war with the host, but neither in fact nor in theory 
was the council composed only of the greater tenants in 
chief. 

The authority of the council was equally Ul-defined. 
In the early part of the reign it granted several taxes. 
These were levied on men who were not represented in it. 
Then ensued a period of thirty-two years {1237-126S) 
in which the council refused to grant aids, and the refusal 
was effective as far as the property on land held by 
military service was concerned. The principle was thus 
established that the king could not tax his military ten- 
ants without the consent of the great council. During 
this period, no aids were levied on the demesne. It may 
be that the refusal of the tenants in chief was partly 
responsible for this, but it must be remembered that the 
aid of 1237 was not levied on all the royal demesne. 
Instead the king took a tallage. It is likely therefore 
that the refusal of the great council was not the reason 
why the king did not levy aid on his demesne and that 
refusal did not operate to prevent the king from taxing 
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the property of the clergy which was not held by military 
service. The corporate activity of the tenants in chief 
therefore seems to have applied only to their own prop- 
erty. Nor was that activity complete, for the idea of 
individual consent persisted throughout Henry Ill's 
reign. The council tended to split into groups. Thus 
though the king could not tax his military tenants without 
their consent when they were gathered in an assembly, 
the principle was not yet established that the council 
could tax any property other than that of its members. 
The questions of the final composition of the council and 
the definition of its authority were left for a later age. 
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[ Aid: distinct from acutage, pp. 13, ^11, 315; 
gradous, pp. 346-349) 
Idnds of, fixed by feudal law, p. 346^ 
levies included under, pp. 13, 314, Sl£, 348, 369; 
points discussed under each, pp. 13, 14; 
reasons for asking, pp. 346-348; see eaeli aid. 
refusal of; by the clergy to the kln^, 130T, p. STj in 131T, p. 1^; 
by lay tenants in 1820, pp. 130-139) by lay tenants to the 
pope, 1399, p. 177; to the ting, 1B33, p. iJM; in W49, p. *94; 
in 1244. p. S4Ii in 1948, 1S49, p. 344; in 1SS3, pp. 953, 269; 
in 1354, pp. 303, 371; in 1355-1353, pp. 9T4-3TS; in 1266, 
p. 393; In general, pp. 335, 3S6, 3S7. 
regulated in Magna Carta, pp. 359 ff. 

requests for, from individuals; by the pope. 1240, p. 364; 1945- 
13IT, p. 367) 1953, p. 269; 1263, p. 390; by the Idng: 1342, 
pp. 29*. 225; 1348, p. S49; 1959, p. 969; 1354, p. 963; p. 37S 
note 399; in general, p. 374. 
, Aids, list of: see aids on knigbts' fees; carucages; personal property, 
taxes on; dona. . 

on knights' fees: list of: pp. 348-350; in 1217. p. 135; 1296. on 
bishops, p. 189; 1931, on clergy, p. 199; 19^, p. 208; 1949, 
on bishops, p. 936; 1945, p. 241; 1353. p. 953. 
amount yielded, p. 354; 

assessment and mUection, in general, p. 350; see also each aid. 
authority for the levy of: in 191T, p. 195; 1929. p. 189; 1231, p. 
199; 1935, p. 309; 1349, p. 336; 1245. p. 242; 1253, pp. 353, 
354. 
exemption from, in 1217, pp. 197, 198. 
Army, composition of, pp. 304-306, and sec each sculnge. 
Assessnient and collection of toxesi aids on knights' fees, p. 350; 
carucage and taxes on personal property, pp. 353-353| 
scutage, pp. 335-337; tallage, pp. 349-343; and see each tax. 
Auxlllum; see aid. 
I Bedford, scutage of, p. 148; carucage of. p. 148. 
Beneficed clergy: not represented hy the great council, p. 388[ 
taxation of, by the king, pp. 14, 355-356, and see list of 
taxes on personal property; taxation of. by the pope, p. 356. 
exempt from aids on personal property granted by the great 
council, p. 38S. 
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Biham, scutage of, p. 136. 

Bishops: paid aid in 18129, p. 189; in 1242, p. 336; seldom paid fines 
for knights' service: in 1201, p. 40; in 1203, p. 57; in 1204, 
p. 66; 1206, p. 79. 

Burgh, Hubert de, marches into Wides, 1223, p. 143; asks for a 
fifteenth, 1225, p. 160; his account of tiie fifteenth, p. 167 
note; opposes the expedition '^ 1230, p. 181. 

Campaigns, cost of, pp. 159, 343-344; 

length of: in 1199, p. 21; 1201, pp. 34, 35; 1206, p. 77; 1210, p. 
96; 1211, p. 101; 1214, p. 109; 1221, p. 137; 1223, pp. 143- 
144; 1224, p. 149; 1228, p. 173; 1230, p. 181; 1231, p. 196; 
1245, p. 244; 1257, p. 284 note; in general, pp. 310-311. 

Carucage: amount yielded, p. 354; assessment and collection, p. 352; 
change in the character of taxation in the, p. 351; compo- 
sition for, p. 358; indd^ice of, pp. 351, 353; inquests into 
the, in 1198, p. 8; number of men paying the, p. 353; 
opposition to the, in 1198, p. 7; in 1200, p. 34; in 1217, p. 123; 
in 1220, p. 130. 

Carucages, list of: in 1194, p. 7; 1198^ p. 7; 1200, p. 32; 1217, p. 121; 
1220, p. 129; 1224, on clergy, p. 148. 

Channel Isles, aid on the, in 1201, p. 45; fifth on the, 1203, p. 63. 

Chester, earl of, opposes the tenth of 1229, p. 177; opposes the 
fortieth, 1232, p. 193. 

Commune consilium regni, meaning of, p. 369. 

Composition for taxes: see carucages; personal property, taxes on. 

Confirmation of charters, 1227, p. 173. 

Consent to taxation: see individual consent; great council, corporate 
action of. 

County farm, amount of, p. 15. 

Demesne, royal: not represented by the great council, p. 389; pays 
the thirteenth, 1207, p. 89; pays the carucage, 1220, p. 134; 
the fifteenth, 1225, p. 162; the fortieth, 1232, p. 201; partly 
exempt from the thirtieth, 1237, pp. 216, 219; and from 
the twentieth, 1269, p. 297. 

Disinherited, twentieth paid by the clergy for the, 1268, p. 294. 

Disseizin: for fine: in 1205, p. 74; 1210, pp. 99-100; in general, p. 336. 
for knights' service: in 1203, p. 62; 1209, p. 96; 1210, p. 99; 

1223, p. 145; in general, pp. 306-307. 
for scutage: 1204, p. 67; 1210, p. 99; 1228, p. 175; in general, 

p. 319. 
for tax on personal property: in 1207, p. 90. 

Distraint: for fines for military service: in 1199, p. 31; in general, 
p. 336. 
for aids: in 1217, p. 128; 1225, p. 166; of clergy, 1231, p. 195; 
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1339, p. 3(15{ 1335, p. 910; 1S3T, p. SIT note; 1315, p. a43( 
13£3, pp. 858-259; in general, p. 386. 
for knights' service: 1310, p. 99; 1913, pp. 395, 996; 1944, p. 340; 

1345, p. 245 note; 1953, pp. 954, 955; in general, p. SOT. 
for Bcutage: in 1190, p. 31; 1905, p. Tfl; 1991, p. 140; 1933, p. 
147; 1334, p. 153; 1996, pp. 175, 176; 1999, p. 188 note; 1330, 
pp. 194, 195; 1331, p. 19S; 1949, p. 935; 1945, pp. 346-346; 
in general, pp. 319-330. 330, 335-338. 
DoiiK from religious houses: in general, pp. 9, 343, 350. 

assessment and collectian, see references in the list below. 
I list of: in 1199, p. 39; 1903, p. 61; 1904, p. 68; 1905, p. TO; 1906, 

I p. 77 note; 1910, p, 105; 1917, p. 131; 1930, p. 135; 1330, p. 

190; 1935, p. 319; 1343, pp. 395, 337-33S; 1345, p. 944; 1949- 
1950, pp. 349-250; 1353, p. 255-356; 1254, p. 363; 1255, p. 
375; 1364, p. 290. 
Eightieth of 1950, p. 368. 
Elveyn, scutage of, p. 195. 
Falkes dc Br^aut^ rebellion of, p. 148. 

Fifteenth: of merchants, 1204, p. 69; of personal property, 1925, 
p. 159. 
_ Fifth; of Channel Isles, 1303, p. 63; on the clergy for the pope, 

1940, p. 264. 
iPliK for tcnighta' service: mconiDg of, pp. 96, 394, 325; general 
statement concerning, pp. 399-393. 
•ssesaed by special justices: in 1901, p. 44t 1203, p. S3; 1903, 

p. 61. 
date of levy of, pp. 316. 394, 328. 
opposition to, pp. 323, 334; 
paid by bishops; see bishops. 

rate of the: in 1301, p. 39; 1203, pp. 48, 49; 1303, pp. 55, 57; 
1304, pp. 65, 66; 1905, pp. Tl, T3; 1206, p. 76; 1210, p. 99; 
1939, pp. 185, 187; in general, pp. 326, 327, 328. 
two fartns of: in 1199, p. 3T; 1901. p. 39; 1309, p. 49; 1203, p. 
57; 1304, p. 66; 1305, p. 73; 1906, p. T9; 1929, p. 187; 1242, 
pp. 93S-330; in general, pp. 393, 336, 398. 
incidence of: in 1301, p. 43; 1903, p. 60; 1204, p. 66 note; 1905, 
p. 76; 1210, p. lOO; 1933, pp. 206, 207; 1244, p. 240; 1357. 
p, 966; in general, pp. 331-332. 
Fines, UsI of: under Henry II and Richard I, pp. 5, 26; 

In 1199, p. 39; 1901, p. 35; 1209. p. 48; 1903. p. 54; 1904, p. 65; 

11905, p. TO; 1306, p. TT; 1909, p. 95; 1910, p. S8t 1311, p. 363; 
I215-13I7, p. 131; 1934, p. 151 note; 1929, p. 187; 1933, p. 
906; 1949, p. 334; 1344, p. 940; 1345, p. 946; 1S53, p. 355| 
1857, p. 986. 
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FlnEB for the aid of 1^35, p. 310; paid by the partisans of Simon de 

Montfort, 1865, p. £91. 
Fortieth, tlie, 1901, p. 45; of 1333, p. 199. 
Forty days, the, pp. 9W note, 309-311, 
Gannoc, scutagc of, p. 24*. 
Gascony, expeditions toj see Henry III. 
Greol council: representative character of the, pp. 369. SSS-SBST 
388 ff.; 
composition of the, pp. 3T0-3T9, 3TT-3T9; and see list of mcetiUK^i 
corporate action of, pp. 358, 360, 369, 399, 3S1; and see list of 
meetings; dates of meeting, p. 378; discussion In the, pp. 
3T9-3T5, 385; len^ of sessions of the, p. 376; writ of 
summons to, p. 370; 
list of meetings mentioned: 1301, p. 63; 1307, p. 86; 1317, pp. 
133. 135; 1990, p. 130; 1331, pp. 137, 139; 1333, p. lil; IMt, 
p. 148; 1335, pp. 159-161; 1»0, pp. 176, 181, t8S; 1«0, p. 
191; 1^1, p. 193; 1339, p. 300; 1335, p. 308; 1337, p. ei4< 
1343, pp. 334, 336; 1344-1345. pp. 341, 343; 1346-1949, pp. 349, 
SSO, 366, 367; 1359, pp. 353, 369; 1353, pp. 354. 370; OH, 
pp. 361-3S3; 1355, pp. 374, 975; 1356-1358, pp. 977. STB; 
1364. p. 390; 1366, p. 3^; 1969, p. 995. 
Half of revenues of clergy demanded by the pope, 1340, p. 9C7. 
Henry III: insufficient Income and loans: in 1317, pp. 131, 134; 
1330, pp. 199, 130; 1891, p. 138; 1334, p. 159; 1331, p. 197; 
1933, p. 199; 1335, p. 308; 1337, p. 915; 1843, p. 338; 1M4- 
1945, pp. S41, 346; 1347-1350, pp. 349-350; I3S3-135S. pp. 
960, 979, 981, 383. 
and Gnscony: sends money to, in 1386-1S3T, p. 168; desires 
lead expedition to. pp. 171, 173; leads expeditic 
1330, p. 181; in 1243, p. 334; in 1353, p. 953; expenses 
in 1330, p. 181; in 1349, p. 338; in 1353, p. 360; 
and Sicilian crown, pp. iUff.; 
assumes the cross, p. 968; 
causes of his poverty, p. 345; of his conflict with tfie 

pp. 119, 345, 370; 
measures to restrict his. espenditurc. In 1937, p. 918; 
promises that aid shall not form a precedent; tee precedent. 
Herlot, papal delegate to England, 1957, p. 378. 
Hldage; see carucngc. 

Honors in hand, scutage and fine on; in I90I, pp. 39, 43; 1908, p. Mj 
1903, pp. 57, 60; 1906, p. 19; 1911, p. 104; 1994, p. 
in general, pp. 331-339. 
Hundredth, on the cXergy for the pope, 1963, p. 990. 
Increment of county farm, amount of, p. 15. 
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Indemnity of 1917, pp. 124, 125. 

Individual consent to taxation: in 1217, p. 127; in 1220, pp. 131, 132; 

in 1222, p. 141; in 1224, p. 156; in 1225, pp. 161, 162; in 

1226, p. 170; in 1235, p. 209; in general, pp. 379 j^., 386-388. 
Inquests: of 1166, p. 3; 1198, p. 8; 1212, p. 322; 1235, pp. 211-212; 

1242, pp. 233-234, 237, 353. 
Interdict, tallage for the, 1214, p. 117; income from church lands 

during the, pp. 106-108. 
Ireland, expedition to» 1210, p. 96; taxation of, 1217, p. 129; in 

1220, p. 135; clergy, 1226, p. 171; in 1235-1237, p. 219; 

from clergy, 1242, i>»^|338; in 1253, p. 260; twentieth for the 

pope, 1241, p. 26/note^ tenth, 1266, p. 293. 
Jews, tallages of: in 1210, ^ 105^' 1220, p. 208 note; 1224, p. 1^ note; 

1230, p. 191; 1233, pr 200; 1237, p. 21^; 1241, p. 220; 1249, 

p. 250 note; 1256, p. 284 note. 
John: treaty with Philip Augustus, 1200, p. 32; money in hand in 

1206, p. 82; income from church lands during the interdict, 

pp. 106-108; funds in 1214, p. 110 note; royal income under, 

pp. 15, 16, 344. 
Jury, a royal device in taxation, p. 352. 
Knights; see lesser tenants. 
Knights* service: fines of towns for: in 1224, p. 149; 1231, p. 198; 

1264, p. 290; 
performed by rear-vassals: in 1221, p. 140; 1228, p. 175; 1229- 

1230, p. 195; in general, p. 329; 
reduction of: in 1202, p. 48 note; 1204, p. 64 note; 1210, p. 97; 

1211, p. 101; 1213, pp. 109-110; 1214, p. Ill; 1221, p. 138; 

1223, p. 146; 1224, pp. 149-152; 1228, p. 174; 1229-1230, pp. 

182-183, 193; 1231, p. 196; 1241, p. 221; 1242, p. 226; 1245, 

pp. 245-248; 1253, p. 255; 1257, pp. 284-285; in general, pp. 

11, 302-304, 362-363; causes of reduction, pp. 307-309; 

unwillingness to perform, in 1213-1214, p. 113; 1242, p. 225; 

1244, p. 240; 1253, pp. 253-254; 1254, pp. 261-263; 1257, p. 

284; in general, pp. 307-308. 
Lambeth, treaty of, 1217, p. 124. 
Lesser tenants: in the great council: in 1225, p. 160; 1232, p. 200; 

1235, p. 208 note; 1237, p. 214; 1254, p. 261; in general, pp. 

377 #. 
rate of fines on: p. 328, and see references in list of fines, 
service of, in the host: p. 306, and see references to host in list 

of scutages. 
London, tallage on, per capita, 1226, p. 172; dispute over the tallage 

of, 1255, p. 283. 
Louis of France, in England, pp. 121-125. 
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Msgna Carta: provisions concerning taxation, pp. 3S9 ff.; 
provisions obeyed under Henry III. pp. 3^6-367; 
grievances concerning scutage in, pp. 10-13, 361 ff.; 
reduction of royal income resulting from, p. 119. 
Martin, papal delegate to England to collect monej', liM4. pp. 1 

26G. 
Mercenaries, use of: in ll»g, p. 91; 1901, p. 35; 1903, p. M; 

p. 53; 1301, p. 61; 1310, p, 96; 1311, p. Ill; 1^1. p. 138; 
1335, p. IliS; 1330, p. IBS; 1933, p. 906; 1919, pp. S3S, «T; 

1215, pp. 944, 345; 1354, p. 369; in general, pp. £ 
note 53. 

Modem taxation, origin of, p. 346. 

MoneyerB, tallage of, p. 369. 

Montgomery, scutage of, 1393, p. 113. 

New enfeoffment, p. 3. 

Norwich, bishop of; collector of papal subsidies, 1916-lMT, 
966, 967; collector of the tenth, 1954, p. 371. 

Norwich taxation, pp. 373, 299, 394, 399 note. 

Old enfeoffment, p. 3. 

Otho, papaj legate, levies taxes on the dergy, 1338-1311, 
364-365. 

Ottobon, papal legate, pp. 291 ff. 

Personal properly, taxes on: assessment and collection, pp. 353-SiS; 
change in the diarocter of taxation in the, p. 351 ; composi- 
tion for the, pp. 353, 355; incidence of, pp. 351-353. 35^ 
356; number of men paying the, p. 3BSt occasion for, pp. 
347-319; receipts from, pp. SS1-3S6; ri^ts of barons 
protected in the, pp. 305, 317, 359; and see each lax. 

Personal property, taxes on, list of: 1166, p. 6; tenth, for the crusade. 
\\S», p. 6; fourtli, for Richard's ransom, 1194, p. 6; 
levied during the reigns of John and Henry III: fortieth, 
for the crusade, 1901, p. 15; aid on the OianncJ 
Islonds, 1901, p. IS; flflh on the Channel Islands. 1303. p. 
63; seventh, fine for desertion, 1303, p. 69; thirteenth, 1307. 
p. 81; twentieth, on the clergy. 1316. p. 131; flflecnlfa. 1395. 
p. 159; sixteenth on the clergy. 1336, p. 164^ tenth on the 
clergy, 1339, papal, p. 176; fortieth, 1333, p. 199; thirtieth, 
1337, p. 314; thirtieth, papal, on the clergy, 193S, p. 8«t; 
fifth, papal, on the dergy. 1310. p. 961; twentieth, papal, 
on the clergy, 1916/p. 365; papal levies of 1917, on the 
clergy, p. 967; twcjily-third. 1950. p. 350; eightieth, on the 
clergy. 1350. p. 968; twentieth, on the clergy, 1953. p. MS; 
tenth, for Ave years. 1353. on the clergy, pp. 954, 363; 
hundredth, papal, on the clergy, 1963, p. 996; tenth, on the 
clergy. 1364, p. 390; tenth, for three yean, 1366. on the 
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clergy, p. Wis twentieth, on the clergy, for the Disinherited, 
1866, p. aW; twentieth, for the crusade, 1269, p. 2B5. 
PoU tu of 1^2. p. HI. 

Precedent, letters patent that taxes shall not form a: in 1334, to 
clergy, p. 157; in 1327, to the beneficed clergy, p. 171; in 
1939, to the bishops, p. 189) 1331, to clergy, p. 199; 123A, to 
clerfiy, p. ?09; 1?37, to aU tenants, p. 919; 1S49, to bUbopa, 
p. 236; tax on the clergy of 1969, not to be a, pp. 896. 997. 
Proficuom, amount of, p. IS. 

Quota, service byg sec knights' service, reduction. 
Revenue, king's! class Jllcatlon of, p. 1 ; ordinary rcvenac insufficient, 
p. i; amount of ordinary revenue under John, p. 18; total 
revenue Id 1949, pp. 938-939; in 1953, pp. 960, 961; in 
general, under John and Henry III, pp. 344, 34S. 
Richard I, taxation for the ransom of, p. 6. 

Richard, earl of Cornwall: in Gsscony, 1996, p. 16S; receives money 
from Henry HI, p. 319; loans to Henry III, pp. 940, 349, 
989; aecompanies Henry HI to Gascony, 1949, p, 99T; 
nbsent from the great council, p. 379. 
Richard Marshal, fines for campaign against, 1933, p. 90S. 
Rosso, Peter, papal delegate to England, p. 965. 
Rostand, sent to England to assess the tenth, pp. 375 ff. 
Round: estimate of the servitium debituni, pp, 4, 300. 
Saladin tithe; see tenth of 11B8. 
Scotland, scutage of, 1909-1911, p. 94. 

Scutagei abuses of, under John, pp. 361-366; amount of, paid, p. S38j 
assessment and collection, pp. 335-3SB, and see taeb scutage; 
authority for tbe lery of: in 1904, p. 64; in 1991. p. 139; ISH, 
p. ISt; 1999, p. 186; 1930, p. 191 ; I93I. p. 197; 1333. p. 906] 
1949. pp. 935-236; in general, pp. 338-340. 
character of, pp. 10-13, 317-331, 333-334. 
date of levy of. p. 316; see each scutage, 
delays in paying, p. 338; 
dcscripUon of account of, in the Pipe RoU. pp. 17-18. 313-314; 

more complete form of account of. in 1911, p. 104. 
Incidence of, pp. ^9, 330, and see each scutage. 
Incomplete accounts of, in 1904. p. 314 note; 1310, p. 98; 134S, 

p. 998; 
In Magna Carta, p. 359; 
Levlea included under, p. 359; 
number of fees paying, in the thirteenth century; in 1317, p. 

197; 1945, p. 943; 1953, p. 957; also, pp. 4, 300-309, SSL 
number ot greater tenants paying, or fine, pp. 3(N, SOfl, and mc 
eadi scutage; 
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paid and service rendered: in 1199, pp. 3S, 94; 1301, p. 38; 

130^ p. 56; 1914, p. 115; in general, p. S99; 
opposition to: 1914, pp. 119-114; 1999, of bishops, p. 189; 1930, 

of clergy, p. 199; in general, pp. 333-334, 361 f. 
pardoned in part: in 1901, p. 38; 1993, pp. 145, 146; 
points discussed in connection witli each, p. 10. 
rate of: under Henry II, p. 4; in 1910, p. 98; in general, pp. 

316-317; 
the entire composition for service, pp. 17, 317-399, 398^ and see 

each scutage; 
under Henry III, pp. 366-367; and fine under Heniy III, pp. 

397-399. 
Scutages, list of, levied by John: 1199, p. 99; 1901, p. 34; 1909, p. 46; 

1903, p. 53; 1904, p. 63; 1905, p. 69; 1906, p. 77; 1909, 

Scotiand, p. 94; 1910, Ireland, p. 96; 1911, Wales, p. 101; 

1914, Poitou, p. 109; 
levied by Henry III: 1991, Biham, p. 136; 1993, Montgomery, 

p. 143; 1994, Bedford, p. 148; 1998, Kerry, p. 173; 1930, 

Brittany, p. 180; 1931, Poitou, p. 191; 1939, Elveyn, p. 195; 

1949, Gascony, p. 994; 1946, Gannoc, p. 944; 1958, Wales, 

p. 984. 
Scutagio habendo, the writ de, examples of, pp. 140, 147, 159, 330, 

318, 335. 
Service exempted from scutage and fine, pp. 317, 318, 398, 399, and 

see each scutage; not commuted at the will of the tenant, 

p. 312. 
Servitium debitum, amoimt of, pp. 3, 4, 300. 
Seventh, 1903, pp. 54, 62. 
Sheri£f, duties of, in connection with scutage, pp. 335-338; tallage, 

p. 349; taxes on personal property and carucages, p. 359; 

and see each tax. 
Sicilian crown, taxation for the, pp. 974 j^. 
Sixteenth on the beneficed clergy, 1996, pp. 169 j^. 
Sub-in feudation, extent of, p. 308. 
Tallage: assessment and collection, pp. 349-343, and see each tallage; 

character of, p. 10; frequency of, p. 340; levied in connection 

with aids, p. 340; relation of, to scutage, p. 340; restrained 

in amount, pp. 341-349; 
Tallages, list of, under John and Henry III: 1199, p. 31; 1901, p. 45; 

1209, p. 47; 1903, pp. 54, 61; 1204, p. 68; 1205, p. 76; 1906, 

p. 82; 1210, p. 100; 1914, p. 116; 1917, p. 198; 1223, p. 147; 

1226, p. 172; 1230, p. 190; 1234, p. 207; 1235, p. 213; 1938^ 

p. 219; 1241, p. 220; 1242, p. 227 note; 1245, p. 949; 1949, 

p. 250; 1251, p. 250; 1253, aid on the towns, p. 956; 1955, 

p. 983; 1960, p. 989; 1968, p. 994; 1969, p. 997. 
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Tenants, division into greater and lesser, p. 389; continue to serve 
with the host, pp. 305-306; number of greater tenants who 
compound for knights' service, pp. 309, 306, and see each 
scutage. 

Tenth of personal property, of 1188, p. 6; 1999, p. 176; 1953, pp. 954, 
963; 1964, p. 990; 1966, p. 991. 

Third of personal property, from the clergy by the pope, 1947, p. 967. 

Thirteenth of personal property, 1907, p. 84. 

Thirtieth, 1937, p. 914; for the pope, 1938» p. 964. 

Twentieth of personal property, 1916, p. 191; 1946, p. 965; 1947, p. 
967; 1959, p. 968; 1968, p. 994; 1969, p. 995. 

Twenty-third, 1950, p. 950. 

Wages of knights, pp. 5, 309. 

Wales, scutage of, 1911, p.^01; 1958, p. 984. 

Welsh, expedition against flie, 1941, p. 990. 
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